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PREFACE 

* * • • 

This document is a reporting of a st6dy that examined special cind nain- 
stream vocational teacher involve:nent in individualized programming for 
handicapped youth in Vermont, More specifically, this report provides uifonration 
on the involvement of mainstream vocational teachers and Diversified Occi^jations 
lab instroctors in the Individualized Education Program (lEP) process and the 
inservice and progr^ needs of these personnel in relation to the lEP process, 

. Section I (Introduction) of this publication provides the ifationale and 
purpose ©f the study. Also included are definitions of key terms used throughout 
the report. The overall organization of the study is e^lained in Section II 
(Methods and Procedures) . The findings are provided in Section III, These ' • * 
findings are reported separately terms of the two major groups involved; that 
is, mairfctream wcational teachers and Diversified Occupations lab instructors, ^ 
The findings ^in Section III are then used as the basis for the conclusions and 
recormendations offered in Section IV,* Section V (Reflections) contains several 
observ^ons made by the researchers during the course of the investigation, 
rnese observations are focused on the procedures and instruments used in the 
study. The reiraining portis^ of the r^rt include a listing of references 
cited and appendices. The appendices consist of the instrunents used, the major 
correspondence written and<^ other information iirportant to the conduct of the 
study, " \^ 

The study an(3 this resulting' report were made possible through the si:5^rt 
and assistance of many individuals and agencies, Arthur Ericson, Director/ 
and Robert Watson, Special Needs and Work E^q^erience Consultant, Venront DivisKm 
of Vocational-Technical Education, provided inportant leadership in making the 
study possible, l^eir efforts in helping tp move the project fvUm an idek to a 
reality is much appreciated, 

r ^ - - * * 

We are grateful to the mOTbers\of the advisory oomnaittee for their contributions 
4 ^ during the initial planning stages of the' project. These persons are listed 

in ;^pendijc A, Special thanks is also due to the eleven (11) special and vocational 
educators who participated in the pilot-testing of the project instrun^ts. 

We are particularly grateful to L, .Allen Phelps, University of Illinois, and 
Douc( Gill, ,University of Georgia, for their critical review of the draft copy 
of this manuscript. Their observations and suggestions fbr inprovemfent were found 
to be of much^sistance in the preparation of the final report, 

A very special note of appreciation is extended to' several individuals at 
the University of VermDnt. Gerald R. Fuller, Chainnan, Departnent of Vocational 
Education and Tedinology, proved, to be an ongoing source of information, support 
and encouragoTient during the operation of the project. Bud Meyers, Associate 
Professor, Center for Evaluation and Policy Research, was quite helpful during, 
the data analys4^ phase of the study. Terry Pelletier, Secretary, Center for ' 

'.■■/-■.■- ■ . . . ^ ■ 

f 
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Evaluation an4 Policy Research, deserves special ocmreiidation for,fer assistanc^- 
in pr^>aring this repbrt. .* " ' . ^ 

'Finally,^ the authors are indebted to the many Vermont voca.tional educators 
and Diversified Occi?>ations lab instructors whD* participated ivi the study. 
Their willingness to contribute to the goals of the study and interest in 
expanding and inproving' vocational education opportunities for. handicapped ' - 
individuals made this project a very special experience, '^^^ 



Leonard Albright 
>iallie Preskill 



Augbst-, 



1981 
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^ I INTTODUCriON . / 

; , • . • _ 

The nee^ for vocational education personnel to . be Hnowledgeable ( ^ f and 
'inwlved in educational prograntning for handicapped students has been 
heigh tene<5 as a result of three interrelated forces: (1) the nxDvenrent to 
place handicapped students in the least restrictive or the mst appropriate ^ 
•vocational education setting; ^ (2) the federal legislative mandates in voca- 
tional education (P.L. 94-482) and special education (P.L. 94-142) calling 
for 'e}<panded and improved vocational traiaino opportunities ^f or handicapped 
individuals; and (3) the results of several national studi^es indicating a laclc 
of vocational educator e>perience and preparation in educating handicapped 
persons (e.g. Olynpus, 1974; Staats, 1976'; Smith and Hippel, 1980), Thes^ 
forces have played a najor role in setting \he stage for an increased emphasis , 
on inser\ace education, as a mieans of strengthening vocational educator 
ronpetence in vorking v;ith' handicapped students. 

As 'a first step in designing an appropriate' special needs oriented Jnservice 
program for 'ADcational educators, many sta1;ewide needs assessment studies have 
been initiated (e.g. Greenwood and Nbrley, 1978, Hughes, 1978; National Evaluation 
Systems, Inc., 1978; SeUg and Schriher, 1978; Yung, et.'al., 1978). And, under 
the ccarprehensive personnel developnoent provisions of P.L. -94-142, each^state 
division is to conduct an annual assessn^nt of qeneral and special educator 
needs m working with handicapped students, which may include a sanpling of 
w'cational educay^ ^rsonnel (Federal Register, August 23, 1977). Tl^ugh the 
approaches to developing 'and conducting statewide needs assessn^nts wiDsyaris our 
review of several ''studies oonducted in the vocational spfecial needs ^ea found 
the following sinoilarities : (1) most were special, "one-tirfe" - asses snents;- 
(2) tHe content was broad-based, seeking information on teacher perceived needs 
in^a wide ra^ge of areas; (3) a 'distinction was seldom made, or at -least seldon 
reported between teaphers \who have vrorkecVare working with handicap?^ students 
and .those who have not worked with handic^ped students; and (4) in most studies 
the flailed survey approach was the sole data collection UBthod e:tployed. 

In hi,s survey of selected needs assessment studies, Itiomton (1980) noted^ 
that -although eleirvents of ^ the Individualized Education Program (lEP) process 
were often alluded to in needs* assessment surveys, ^s«ant attention has' been 
given to the lEE? specifically. This lack of focusing on tpe lEP process was 
■felt to be problematic, in view of its innportartce in determining th^ type of 
program and 'special services to be provided* to the handicappeci student. In 
a recent inve^igation of the use of igPs in vocational educati©n, .Smith and 
Hippel (19 80-) found that vopatipnal education's involveir^.nt in the IKP has, at 
best, been minimal. Ih o^er to increase the quality, appropriateness and v ^ 
effectiveness of vocational ^education for handipapped students, these authors 
reoormended: * . • . ^ 

• inclusion of vocational education personnel in all phases of the lEp process 

• familiarization, throu(^ inseryice training of vocational education afid 
special education personnel with the concepts, j^iilosofiiies and perceptions 
of ^the tv^o fields (i.e. vocational afld special education); and 

• iirprovOTient of comrmnication and poordination between pQfsonnel in special 
and VDdational education (p. 39) .J ^ v 



Purpose of the Stuc3y ' 

Given the inportance attached to the lEP process, in providing the r^ost 
appropriate program for the handicapped learner, along with- the enphasis 
being placed on inservice education as a means of helpinJg vocational educators 
better serve handicapped students, the major purpose of this s^udy was to 
examine the inservipe needs of Vermont *s minstream and special, vocational 
educators in relation to the lEP process. The two majo;: objectives of this * 
investigation were: 

1. to examine the nature and degree of mainstream and special vocational 
educator involvenent; in the design, delivery and review of handicapped 
students* lEPs; and*' 

/ 2. to assess the inservice and program needsy6f nainstream vocational 

educators„and.i)iv_ersified Occi:pations (DO) '-lab kinstructors ui Vermont's 

fifteen area vocational center's. ' , 



Definitions ^ ^ 

The folloving definitions are of terms frequently mentioned throu(^out this 
r^x:>rt. j • ' * ^ 

Diversified Occupations : A regional special class program whi'ch provides 
instruction to students labeled educable mentally retarded (EMR) . These programs 
usually consist of an academic and a vocatibiial oorrponent. The vocational 
component includes two labs: a li^t lab and a heavy lab. The Light lab contains 
X, equipment and facilities to teach home maintenance and repair, basic ^' 
nutrit;Lon, health care, and prevocational unit3 in child care, hqalth 
occipations, quantity foods and hotel/motel maintenance. The heavy lab is 
desired to contain equipment for teaching prevocational units in agriculture 
and the Trade and Industrial vocational occupatiqns. The DO program is funded 
throijgh the Vermont Division of Special Education. (Division of Special 
'Education, Vermont State Departar^t of Education, 1981, f^lontpelier, ierriDnt) 

Mainstream Vocational Education Program : An organized course providing 
occv:5>ationally oriented classroom and lab instruction to a group of students, 
vrtiich includes students classified as being handicapped and students not 
so classified. ^ . ^ ^ - 

/ 

Individualized Education Program (lEP ) : A written statanent, developed by ; 
a team of persons, indicating the specific program plans for each, handicapped 
studeit. This, plan is to b^ oonpleted on at least an annual basis. (Federal 
Register, Section 104.182(f), October 3, 1977, Education for Ml Handicapped 
Children Act) ' * . ^ ' 

Vocational Resource Teacher <VRT ) : The VRT provides tutorial si^port 
services to handicapped and disadvantaged students with special learning . 
needs in vocational education. The tutorial service ^focuses uDon remediating 
the student's deficiencies in the^applied nath and comnnunications skills . 
r^uired to succeed in the minstrq^ vocational program. This position, vA\xd\ 
is funded by the Vermont Division of Vocational-Technical Education, is ^ 
frequently referred t6 as the Vocational Special Needs Teacher. (Diyision of 
Vocational Edypation, Venrbnt State Department of Education, 1981, Montpelier, 
Venxdnt) 

■ ' \ o • • 

o 



, . II METHDDS AND PFDCEDURES ^ 

Information on vocational educator involvement and inservice >TieedS 
relative to the lEP EProcess was obtained through a ooitibination of on-site 
interviews and mailed questionnaires. This information was collected from 
mainstream and special vocational education instructors, cooperative eduJation 
coordinators, and Vocational directors in .Vermont's area vocational cente'rl. 

Conceptual Framework 

The framework that gui,ded the development of interview guides and survey 
instruments for this study was based on a process perspective of the Individualized 
Education Program (lEP) . That is, the lEP was conceived as a sequential th:tfee- 
stage process, occurring within an annual timeframe. 1 A brief description of 
each stage follows: 

'I. oeveloffl^r TTIos^'ac^^ 'occur" between voGationalT 

' ' ^ • educator and lEP.team prior to and during the preparation 

^ of the-IEP docujiient. 

II-. Iirplenentation : Activities and interactions occurring between vocational 
educator and lEP team during 4±e delivery of the student ' s 
^ ' ' program. . ^ 

11^- teview/Evaluation : Activi^s and interactions that take place between 
vocational educator and lEP team near or at the end of the 
school year. -Student performance in relation to 'the lEP 
document is revieO/ed and 'evaluated, with a focus on detemuning^ 
the future education and enploynfvent needs of tl^e student. 

Instrumentation 

The on-site interview and mailed survey instrun^ts developed in this 
'Study consisted of a series of questions on the nature and extent of vocational 
educator involvement in the lEP effort and related inservice needs. >he questions 
were framed for each of the three stages of the lEP process. A fourth section, . 
titled "General," was included in .the instruments bo seek additional information 
on vocational educator use of si^pport services, oomnunication nith parents of 
handicapped students and contact with oonmunity agencies -'serving handicapped 
persons. * ' • • 

The instruments were initially drafted by the jirojec^ staff and subsequently 
revised following review by an advisory panel and pilot-tefeting with/a small 
sanple of regular and special vocational teachers (N=ll) . The projett advisory 
panel consisted of representatives from vocational and special education at l.x:al 
and state levels and a parent representative from a consumer advocacy association. 



"^or similar oonc^tual frameworks of the lEP process, see Phelps and Wentling, 
1977; Albright, et. al. 1978"; Phelps and Batchelor, 1979; Smith and Hippel , 1980. 



A listing of these members appears in /^pendix A. The advisory panel t 
critiqued the instruments in tenns of appropriateness, clarity, and thoroughness. 
The pilot test group .was used by the project staff to check appropriateness and 
clarity of instrument items, response tiroe and inter-rater reliability between 
the tvo project staff members. Similar checks were also rvade by these inter- . 
viewers following each on-site* visit. ' 

The ijjems in the on-site guide were broadly organized to facilitate a 
semi-structured interview approach. By corparison, \the items irv the nBiled • 
survey instrument were more detailed and structured. xC^pi^ of the guides 
used in interviewing special and mainstream vocationalTeducat ion teachers, • 
cooperative education coordinators and vc^cational directors are shown in /^pendices 
B, C, and D, respectively. A copy of the survey instrument sent to mainstream 
MDcational education teachers appears- in /^pendix E. The survey instruirvent 
distributed^^ special \^cational_jDO) teach ers""is shown in Appendix.. F, 

. * 

Path Collection » . , 

On-^ite interviewing took place in eight randomly selected area vocational 
centers. Four mainstream vocational teachers, a cooperative education ooordinatcjr^ 
the vocational director and both of the special vocational lab instructors 
'Were individually interviewed at each center. The mainstream teachers interviewed 
were selected by a ran(3om rank' ordering of all wcational teachers in the center, 
followed with a teleftione call to each -teacher until two teachers with lEP 
students and two teachers without lEP students were identified. The rationale 
for interviewing teachers with and without IE? students was to detect differences, 
if any, in perceived inservice training needs. 
•* ^ 

Survey questionnaires were sent to all mainstream and special vocational 
education teachers in Vermont's fift^een area vocational centers, with the 
exception of the forty-eight teachers who participated in the on-site interviews. 
A second raund of surveys was sent to non-respondents three weeks after the 
initial"* mailing. ^ ' ' 



Sanple, 

Through the combined techniques of on-site interview and mailed questionnaire, V> 
an attenpt was made to survey all mainstream and special vocational teachers 
from the area vocational centers in Vermont. Of the 299 teachers possible,^ a 
total of 214 participated in this study, which represents a 72% response rate. 

Also included in the eight on-site visitations were individual interviews 
with MDcational directors (N=8) and cooperative education coordinators (N^8) . 
The vocational directors were interviewed for the purpose of obtaining aaministrator 
perspectives on vocational education's involvement .in 'the lEP process. The 
cooperative education ou^rdinators were interviewed to identify their involvo- 
ment with handicapped students and perceived inservice trajning needs • 
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III FINDINGS 

The findings reported in this section are organized in terms of the 
five maDor categories that were listed in the on-site interview and miled 
survey instruitients. These are: (1) I^graphic Infomation, (2) Program 
Development, (3) Iirplementation, (4) Revi»//Evaluation, and (5) General Each 
category is described, followed by narrative sunxiHry a^d graphic presentations 
of the data. " . ^ 

' ■ ' •\ 

^ Since the prurary group of this investigation was vocational teachers, 
the finings reported in Part A are focused on this group. -However", information ' 
gained from vocational dJ^rector and cooperative education coordirabDr interviews 
are weaved into the reporting, .especially in those areas dealing with lEP 
involvement and related insejgce needs. In Part B, the findings from on-site ■ 
interviews and nailed survey^ffr om special vocational edu cat^-s-mr-r^h-^tn^Trn^TSrey- 
"ctre-rnreseneed:' ' ' ' 



A- Mainstream, Vocational Educators < 

Demographic Infptmation * _ V 

This category provided infornation on the teacher's vocational area, years of 
experience in industry and education and extent of training and experience in 
working with handjcaf^jed students. 

Of the 184 teachers responding, 137 or 74% stated that they have or have 
had handicapped students with lEPs in their programs. While this finding indicates 
a relatively high percentage of respondents experienced in working with handicapped 
students;^ an observation made during the on-§ite visitations suggests that the 
percentage may even be higher. When making .arrangeit^ts for the on-site inter- 
views, the teachers were asked if they were presently working with handicapped 
students. Of the sixteen teachers v^o indicated over the telephone that they had 
not worked with handicapped students, six (6) were, in fact, found to have lEP 
students in their classes when the on-site interviews took f^lace. At the outset 
of these intein/iews, the teachers explained that when the term handicapped 
was mentioned during the pnone conversation, they were equating 'it with only 
those student^ enroll^ in DO programs and. rot considering other special education' 
students. • ^ 

Priirary Teaching 'Area ^ 

A presentation of the respondents by vocational teaching area and status 
in working with lEP students appears in -Table 1. 
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Table 1 



Respondent^ by Program Area and lEP Student Status 
^ (Total N=184) 



Vocational Area ^ 

1 Trade and Industrial 

2 Home Economics 

3 Business Education/ 
Distributive Education 

4 Agriculture^ 

5 Health Occupations ' 



No. of 
Teachers , 
Responding 

60 (33%) 
54 (29%) 

43 

15, 
12 



(23%) 
- (8%) 
(6%) 



Tea^chers with 
lEP Students 



57 

33 > 

26 
11 
10 



(42%) 
(24%) 

(19%) 
(8%) 
(^7%) 



Teachers withpnt 
lEP Students 

. 3 (6%) 
21 . (45y 

17 (36%) 



4 

2 



(9%) 
(4%) 



Of the 137 surveyed vocational teachers who had stud^ts with lEPs, 
"79 (58%) were male and 58 (42%) were female. Fifty-seven (42%) were Trade 
&nd Industrial teachers, thirty- three (24%) taught Hone Economics, twenty-two 
(16%) were in Business Education, eleven (8%) wace Agriculture instructors, 
ten (7%) were teaching Health Occipations, and four (3%) were in Distributive . ' 
Education. 

^ Of the 47 vocational educators who have not worked with lEP students, 32 (68%) 
were male and 15 (32%) were female. The priinary teaching specialization of the ' 
vocaticmal teachers include Hare Economics 45% (21); Business Education, 32% (15); 
Agriculture, 9% (4); Trade and Industrial, 9% (4); Health Occipations 4% (2); 
and Distributive Education, 4% (2). * 



Experience in Education ' ^ ' ; 

As seoi in Table 2, the vocational teadiers with lEP andVlthout lEP students 



share a^similar number of years in education, 
was 7-10 years of experience in education. 



The median rank for both gr6i:ps 



Table 2 



. Experience in Education 

I- 3^ year^ 
4-6 years 
7-10 years 

II- 15 years' ^ 
* more than 1 5 years 

unknown 



(N=135)' 
YES lEP 

35 (26%) 
21 (16%) 
35 (26%) 
25- ^(19%) 
(14%) 



(N=36) 
NO lEp' 



6 
,7 
' 9 
• 7 
7 
11 



(17%) 
"(19%) 
(25%) 
'(19%) 
(19%) 



MEI^AN 



7-10 y/^ars 



7-10 years 
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Experience "in Industry ^ 



As shown in Table* 3, both groins of vocational teachers had varied 
aiTOunts of e^riaice in wrking in business' or industry. There appeared bo be 
no distinct differences in number of years of e^rience between the teachers 
have had students dJi lEPs and those vto have not. Of particiolar interest, 
hoveyer, is the fact that nearly a quarter or more of the voca'tio{ial educators 
have not only taught for several years but have. worked more than 15 years outside- 
of the school setting. 



. - \ • 
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Experience in Industry 




1-3 years 
4-6 years' 
7-10 years ' 
21-15 years 
^more than 15 years 
none 
anknown 



Table 3 

(N==132)^ 
YES lEjlj 

27 (20%) 
21 - (16%) 
21* (16%) 
18^ (14^ 
31 -^(23%) 
14 (11%) 



-10 years 



(N==37) 
NO TEP 



8 
5 
6 
3 
11 

10 



(22%) 
(14%) 
(16%) 

' (8%r 

(30%) 
(11%) 



7 -10 years 



Cbursework Regarding Handi-Capped Students 

In looking at the two groups^ of teachers, 68% of teachers with lEP students 
have not takpn courses in the education of special heeds students. Sevoity-six 
percent of the teadiers without lEP students have not**taken related coursework. 
A more detailed breakdown of each groip .follows. Of the 135 vocational teachers, 
4 3 (-32%) vho have or have had students with lEPs -repbirted having taken soiib 
college coursevork regarding handic^ed students, iwenty-seven of the 43 did 
not take the courses as part of a degree program.' Six people reported 'including 
courses on the hanaxcajiped in their Bachelor's program, . eight in their Master!s 
program and one iji an Advanced Graduate program. 

Of the ^37 vocational teadiers surveyed t^frough the -mail who have not/had 
lEP students, 28 ^(76%) had not taken any oonege'coursework .pertaining bT 
instructing handicapped students. The nine (24%) vdio'had some ooursework on 
this subject reportedly took these courses- within the last five years. Pour of 
thfe nine di^ not take the classes for a degree, two applied, the courses to a 
Badielor^s degree, two took tha courses" for a Master's degr^,and one applied / 
the coursewrk to an Advanced Graduate program.- ' 



\>forkshops Regarding Handicapped Students 
i • 

Ninety-four of the 137 teachers with TEP students ^71%) had not participated 
in any workshops on vocational instruction for handicapped students in the last' 
five years. Of the thirty-nine who had attended one^or more workshops, twenty-^ne 
said they were sponsored by the local district. Fifteen were offered throiKjh a 
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<x>llege or university, ten were sponsored by the State Department of Education 
^ while two were through a professional organization. 

•Seventy-three percent (73%) or 27 of the vocational teachers sxjrveyed vAio 
have not had students with lEPs r^rted no involvenoent in workshops related 
to serving handicapped students. The reraininq 10 teachers who have participated 
in such workshops have taken than through tlie following organization^: 
college or university (3), local district (4), State Departinent of Education (4), 
and professional organization (1). ' 



Program Development, 



/ 



V 



The questions under this category spu^t infornation on the vocational 
teacher's role in the studait placement decision and in the preparation of the 
vocational oonponent of an lEP. In addition /one qjiestion dealt with 
perceived inservice needs in relation to developing 'the vocational opponent of 
the lEP. 



^ As indicated in Table 4, a slight najority^of vocational teachers reported 
being involved in the placenent decisions^ (56%) and ir; the developn^t of the 
IfPs (61%) for handicapped students. However, most vocational teachers stated 
that their ihvolvenient was of an infonrial nature. ^Interviews on-site revealed 
that nost' infonnal contacts were with personnel in the area vocational 
•center who. were working with handicapped students in a special vocational 
program .(DO) . Rarely did a vocational teacher report, being involved in placement 
or lEP developnient for students who were receiving specialized services from 
sending scJiools. Only 17 of ^ the 184 teachers reported having been a' participant 
in lEP meetings, which r^resents less than 10% of the total vocational teacher . 
group directly involved with the ffiP team in establishing the vocational ^ 
oorrpjxient of the lEP. * ^ . / ^ 

Table 4 ^ 

Involvement in lEP Development ^ 

(135) what is your, role ir^the placement of handicapped student m your 
vocational class? 

(75) 56% - involved in placement decision * 
(60) 44% - not involved in placement decision 



(1 



36)\what input do you provide i:he l^asic Staffing Team ih developing the 
Vocational program for the handicapped learner? 

(86) 61%'" provides input for development of lEP 
(53) 39% - nof^ involvement in development of lEP 

For the 61% that reportedly provided input into lEP dev^lop^nent, this 
input was most often in the forrt\ of helping set vocational goals ^d objectives 
•for th^ student. Along these lines, the vocational teachers *w^re queried as 
to whether they had a list of competencies or objectives for their program. 
The collective responses to these questions are shown in Talple 5. 



c 



Table 5 ' , " 

(129) Is there a checklist of competencies or objectives that you use ^ 
in your vocational program? > ^ ^ 

" ^ (109) 84% - Yes \^ 

\20) ' 16% ' No ' 

\X05) Do you use these competencies /objectives to help develop the vocational ^ 
component of the student's lEP? 

. ^(80) 76% - Yes 
(25) 24% - No 
• • 

Several teachers also mentioned being involved in assessing student's en^^ 
level skills and in determning iiw and when student progress is to be ixBasured 
and reported/ 

' ^ ^ ■■ . . / - 

Cooperative education coordinators interviewed at'ei^t area vocational 
centers were asked what role they might play in the development of an lEP, 
The majority indicated no real need for than to be present at lEP iTBetings, 
However, these coordinators did express a 'desire to be given more background 
information on an lEP student who is being referred to their capstone program 
for, on- the- job training. They perceived this type of information to be essential 
when describing the student to potential employers • 

Regarding areas of inservice need relative to developing the vocational 
qonponent of' the lEP, the vocational teadiers with and without lEP students 
e)$>ressed>nD' overwhelming need for training in one particular area) as Can be 
seen in Table 6. ' ^ ' ' 



able 6 



I/> what areas in plannipg the vocational aspects of the student's lEP '\ 
do you feel you would' like additional training in? 

Teachers with ' Teachers without 
lEP students lEP students 





(N= 


134) 


(N=47) 




• 

-adapting course ohjedtives 


45% 


(60) 


, '36% 


(17) 


-^identifying appropriate instruction 










ma^terials and activities 


42% 




28% 


(13} 


-assessing student' s present level of 








* performance 


* 34% 


(47) 


28% 


(13) 


-knowing available school and communLty 










. resources^ 


24% 


(32) 


23% 


(11) 


-writing student objectives- 


18% 


(24) 


19% 


(9) 


-modifying the lab environment ^ 


15% 


(20) 


6% ^ 


(3) 


-program purpose * 


1% 


(1) 




(0) 


-no answer ' ^ 


14% 


^9) 


' 43% 


(20) 



y 1 
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As indicated in Table 6> the three nost frequoitly stated needs by vocational 
teachers with and without lEP studoits were learning how to: (1) adapt course 
\ objectives (45%); (3) idoitify appropriate instructional neterials and ^ 
X activities (42%); and (3) assess studoifs present level of perfomHnce (34%). 
It should be noted that on the mailed survey, 20.(43%) of teachers withDut lEP 
students did not provide a response to this question. One non-respondoit 
possibly explained this situation when he said, "Since I have never been 
involved, I do not know where my weaknesses lie." 

Whoi 'the ^ight cooperative education (!xx)rdinators were asked what skills 
or ijifnnTBtion they might need in order to becon^ involved in the lEP developmoit 
phase, th^r responses indicated no need for training per se. They e^lained 
that their exposure to, and involvanent with lEP students was extr^ely liiuited. 
None of^the oo-op coordinators . reported specific ^knowledge of the number of 
lEP students in cooperative work placemaits. y 

What the co-op coordinators reiterated was the need to know the capabilities 
of and expectations for a particular student before they speak with pptoitial 
orployers . 

The vocational teachers interviewed were askecMio idoitify the greatest 
inhibitors to providing input^ iiito the development of the student's lEP. AiriDst 
half cited a lack of conmunication betweoi vocational ahd si!>ecial educators 
as the major obstacle to cooperative planning. On the other hand, alnost half 
of the interviewees indicated no major^^ problems with ^ the present system of 
providing input t® the lEP team. Some of these teachers did not provide input 
to the lEP planning, team, nor did" they perceive* the need to do so. 



Implementation . • • ^ 

/The central question under this category was "What arfe the areas you feel 
nee(d to be strengthened in terms of helping you provide vocational instruction 
t3|handicapped students?" 

As seen from the mailed, survey responses in Table 7, the six most frequently 
stated needs by teachers with and without lEP stbdents were: (1) modifying 
instructional materials; /2) assessing and evaluating student performance; (3)" 
strategies for inproving student attitudes and self-concept; (4) motivating 
* and reinforcing handic^ped students; (5) individualizing instruction; and (6) 
utilizing alternative teaching strategies. 
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Table. 7 

> 

Wbat^are the areas yqu feel need to be strengthened in terms of helping 
you provide vocational instruction to handicapped students? 



Teachers with 
IE? Students 



Teachers Without 
lEP Students 



l-modifying instructional materials 
2''assessing and evaluating -student 

perfo rm nee 
, S-strategi^s "for improving student , 

attitudes and self concept 

4- individualizing instruction ' 

5- motJyating and reinforcing handicapped 

students 

S-alternate teaching techniques and 

s tra tegi^s 
7 -working with support personnel 
S-working with parents 

9'-understanding handicapping conditions 

10- Ijfpw to work with- industry 

11- grading strategies 
12''time ma^gement 

no answer 



(N==137) 


f/V- 


-47) 




35% 


(48) 




19% 


(9) 


' 34% 


(47) 




21% 


(10) 


33% 


(45) 




28% 


{^13) 


29% 


(40) 




32% 


(15) 


30% 


(41) 




19% 


(9) 


29% 


(40) 




34% 


(16) 


15% 


(20)/ 




17% 


(8) 


13% 


(18) 




4% 


(2) 


4%- 


(6) 




11% 


(5) 


2% 


(3) , 




2% 


(1) 


1% 


Jl) 








1% 


' (1> 




~ ♦ 




18% 


(24) 




30% 


(14) 



During th-e on-site interviews, roijghly half of the teachers -expressed ' 
. the need to strengthen skills in individualizing instnxjtion. It was also noted 
that ttie problem areas often mentioned by the teachers and administrators inter- 
viewed were quite similar except for one .area, tost administrators thought their 
instructors needed tb know more about handic^ing conditions, ihey stated this 
as the highest priority for inservice of vocational teachers, yet as can be seen 
on Table 7, thd vocational teachers ranked this need hinth. Howeve^r, eight, 
areas of inservice need were listed on the nailed survey. Understanding handicapping 
conditions was not among the areas listed.^ Eight teachers .who indicated this need 
were interviewed on-site. Had this area been included in the list of inserviceTi 
areas on the mailed survey, a higher ' teacher response may have occurred. ^ 

As indicated from survey and interview responses , the perceived needs of * 
vocational teachers with and without experience in working with lEP students were 
in similar areas. However ^ a rank ordering of the kix areas by highest to lowest 
percentage response for each group suggests a slight difference in the frequency 
pf perceived need between the groups. For teachers with lEP students, the two nost 
frequently cited areas were related to modifying instructional materials and 
Assessing and evaluating student performance. In contrast, these two areas 
appeared in the fourth and fifth ratik for teachers without lEP students. This 
observation is shown on Table 8. ■ 

1- 



17 



12 



xteJ'i^!'T^%''fil^^f^ low percentages on 'the itost frequently ifeantioned < ■ 
itens in lables 7 and 8, and the fact that aVcorfcined total of 25rof the mailed 

Zi'Z""'" i"'"^^^ respondents did not provide an answe^ or 
^^oTl^.frJ' r^^^"^ ^ making. judgerr^ts about f^rticular 

areas of mservice need for vocationa.1 teachers in the State. ^ ■ 



Table 8 

Rank Order of Needs 
By Teachers with and without lEP Students 



Teaohers with lEP Students J 137) Teachers without lEP Students (47) 

1 modifying instructional ii^aterlals 1 alternate teaching techniques 
^^^^^ and strategies (34%) 

2 assessing and evaluating student 2 individualizing instruction (32V ' 
performance (34%) 

3 strategies to Improve student 

3 strategics to Improve student attitude and self concept (33%) 
attitude and self concept (33%) 

4 assessing and evaluating student 

4 individualizing instruction (29%) performance (21%)' 

5 motivating and reinforcing H.S. (30%) 5 nidifying instructional imterial (19%) 

6 alternate teaching techniques and^ 6 motivating and reinforcing H s (19%) 
strategies (29%) 

' answer (18%) no answer (30%) 

Review/Evaluation ' ^ 

t • 

Vn^ infomation sou^t under the review/evaluation category ;was in regard 
to strategies 'used and infonmtion collected in reviewing s^tuddit progress. 
Inforromon provided to the lEP team by the vocational instructor was another 
item examined in this eatery. All responses. reported in this section are 
based on^those teachers who indicated having lEP students in their progranB. 

As can tie seen, in Table 9, nearly all teachers r^rted assessing and 
documenting the perfonrance of their students. 



Table 9. 



(102) 'Is assessment information documented?^ . if^ 

T93) 91% - Yes ' . ^ • 

(9) 9% - No ' :lt 

(117) Are the assessment procedures different.for handicapped students? 

(64) 55% - Yes 
(53) 45% - No • 

Seven (7) methods of assessment were described and were usually used in a contoination 
of ways. ^The assessment methods^us?ed included: written tests, minimum corrpetencies , 
dieckT|lsts, oral exams, observatidri (hands-on), studeat self evaluation, .and 
fihai product evaluation. 
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When asked if any of these assessment n^thods would be different for 
handicaK)ed students, a slight najority .(55%) stated there' would be no 
difference. However, 45% said that they use different procedures with 
students. Several conments below illustrate what seems to be 'two different 
philQSopiiies for modifying the assessment procedures for handicapped students. 

The first ^mup of stateiiaits reflect a slight\Todification m the assess- 
ment procedures to acoomdate needs of •individiiSl handicapped students, 

• "I have the same general e^ctations of all my students; however, written 
assignments have been modified in sore cases/' 

• "Oral testing when needed ~ otherwise try to mainstream student the, sanu 
as everyone else in class/* r 

• "More flexible - less demanding on time limits." 

• "It depends on the handicap " • ^ 

^ 'IhG seor^nd qroup of statements suggests a substantially different philosophy 
in how handicapped stud^ts should be assessed in m^ijistreamed settings. 

• "The objectives I expect these students tj^ reach are at a basic 
understanding level, and not to-be ooirpared to nonnal students." 

. ^ • "I placea much stronger weight on attitude and verbal skills — 
ooope^^on in class and active participation." 

• y^hey cannot use very oorrplicated equipment...." 

• "Primarily jraded on effort, attitude ^d honiework passed in (atteipted) . " 

• "Standards in skills are lower." 



The vocational teachers' responses to the question on the type of infomation 
they provide the TEP team can be seen in Table 10. The rmjority of 
vocational teachers mentioned > reporting student grades, progress on vocational 
skill developi^ent, and student behavior to the lEP team. 

Table 10 ' ^ 

(103)^ What .informatiop do you provide the lEP team during and at the 

.Qnd,of the year? ' - \ 

J ^ 

(79) 58% • student grades 
' (73) 53% • student progress onlvo\c^^tional skill dcvelo^er)t 
(72) 5 3% • student behavior and social -status [ 
(44) ^2%j^ recommendations for work placement qr fuither tuining 
( 35) 26% • have not^ p^^ovided information to 'TEP team 



\ 



(LI) answ€^ 
(2) 1% • interim reports 
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Wien interviewing the teachers on-site, they explained that the infontation is 
'\jsually provided to. the lEP team through infomBl contacts. This sharing 
seoBS to be f^r greater, among vocational and DO teachers at the area center than^ 
it is between area center vocational personnel and special eqlucators fron the 
sending sqhcJol^. * 

. ) 

When ask^ about their involvenent in -the follow- «p of forrrer students, 
an ©V(?rv;tielrting majority of vocational teachers (80%) reported no involven^nt 
in this area; 

Table 11 » • * 

(117) Are you Involved in the follow-up of students after they leave or 
complete your program? 

(94) 80% • No ' I 

(20) 18% •Yes V 
(^) 2% m New teacher Tnot applicable) 



The vocational guidance coordinator, the vocational "office," guidance, 
and 'the co-op ooordinai^r were given as examples of the people v*r> are coordinating 
the student follow-up activities. ^ Several teachers , interviewed, on-site 

reported no fomaX involveinsnt in follow-ip activities oorrmented that they 
have maintained informal contact with many of tfieir former students. Two exar.iples 
of the informal follow-up activities reported were: (1) one teacher explained ' 
that every year she plans a reunion party for all graduates of the previous 
year, and (2) another teacHer stated that students -have "drofped by just to let 
me ki^ow what they were doing with theanselves . " 



General Information ^ 

The questions developed -for this category sought information on the 
vocational educatpr's ^involvement with special services personnel, parents of 
handicapped^ students and organizations which serve handicapped individuals. 
Like* the reporting in the previous category (Review/Evaluation), cnly thDse 
teachers who 'have or have ^d lEF students are included here. 

• . The first major question wh^ch appears in Table 12 dealt with parental 
^ contact. 

^ . * * Table 12 

A ^ 

(121) When do you have contact with the parents of the handicapped students 
m your class? ' * 

, V . 

(36) 46% Mohave contact during the year 
(65') 54% f • have no contact during the year 

• Of interest here is t^at 54% of the vocational teachers with' lEP students in 
their classes r^rted having no aoi;itact with the parents of those studaits. • 
iTie A 6% who 'do* have contact with parents during the year .do so in a ^ 
variety of ways. Telephone caj Is were the most frequent and direct fom 

ERIC ■ • ^ ' 
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of contact ntentiaafed by the \^atia:ial* teachers/ This usually occurred in 
re^nse t^^a student problQ:n, In temis of indirect contacts, nosl teachers 
indicated sending parents/ interim reports , quarterly, donerit r^rts or 
warning reports so that the status of the student is known • , - 

As seen in Table 13, the najority of vocational teachers reported utilizing" 
ia variety of sv^XDrt services in their school, " ' / ' 

Table^ 13 . " ^ 

(137) Whioh-^sri^pZr^tive services in your school are you using to help 
the handicapped student succeed in your class(es)? 

(92) 67% '•^remedial teachers and aides ^ ^ 
(74) 54% • consultation with special education teachers 
(42) 31% • vocational^ guidance . - , ^ 

(40) 29% • guidance counselors ' 
(6) 4% • none 

However, the vocational- resource teacher (vpr) was frequently cited as the 
servibe most often used by vocational teachers, Mafty vocational teachers 
expressed ^tisfacticxi* in referring students with learning difficulti'es to 
the VRT because he/she is readily accessible and the reiiediaticif is vocationally 
oriented. ^ * 

T1i!e vocational teachers also described using two types 'of aides In their 
labs. aide from the Diversified Occi:pations program often works with a DQ 
student \tD help the student make the transition from .the special class to the 
mainstrdpm vocational setting. In addition, other vocational lab aides work with 
non-DO students in vocational classes, Ihese aides typically work with students 
who are having difficulties with the acadotdc corrponents of the program. Other 
support services frequently used are vocational guidance and general guidance 
personnel. ' • - - , ^ ' ^ , ' 

In terms of vocational -tfeacher knowledge of sijpport services, several 
teachers knew the various support personnel were, but were uncer^in as to 
the scope c^f their responsibilities and activities, ^ 



/ 



As cari. be seen in Table 14, the vocational teachers were also asked df 
they have h^d oontabt with personnel fraTj^.agencies that provide senii'ces to 
handicapped individua^, • , ^ ' 

Table 14 ^ / ' * 

(127) Have you had contact With personnel from agencies or ofrganizations 

that provide services t& hBi^dicapped individuals^? ' - » . 

(110) 87% • NO ^ ^ * V ' 

(17) 13% • Yes 

Hith the rec^t enphasis-oa interagency cooperation between .and amDng Vocational 
Rehabilitation, Special Education, and Vocational Education, one might expect 
the vocational educators to have contact with these agencies, Ihiwever, 



ERIC 



16 



this generally appears not to be the case. Ihe vast najonty (87%) of t^^teachers 
said they have had no contact with agencies which serve handicapped individuals . 
Several vocational teachers suggested that this" was a role and responsibility 
of the special educator, t However, the organizations mentioned by 13% of those 
surveyed w&e usually found to be helpful. ^Vocational Rehabilitation, local 
Mental -Health Centers, Counseling Services, and Ventont Job Service were airong 
the agencies noted by -the respondents. - . • ' ' 

In addition to agencies assisting the handipapped, the* vocational teachers 
interviewed on-site were asked if they knew of businesses m the are6 which • 
enployed haridicapped»people. The question was raised to determine if the 
vocational teachers were aware of orployinent opportunities for people with 
haridic^s. Nearly half of the interviewees said yes and nan^ one or more 
businesses. Eighteen percent said yes, but couldn't or didn't nane a specific 
place of enployment. Fbrty-ohe percent (41^-sa4d they ' did not know df any 
businesses that train or employ handicapped individpals. ■ These data tend & 
accentuate the findings from the' follow-up question reported earlier, which 
revealed Vhat 80% of the teachers surveyed were not' involyed in determining the 
ertployment status of former students. ' 

/ ' ' • . " 

■ . ' ■ . y ■ 

B- Diversified Occupations Lab Instructo^^ ^ - 

Demographic Information ^ V * ^ 

• If 

This category provided information on the lab instructors* yjsars of 
e:^)erience in industry and education, and ^xtent of training and experi*nc5e 
in v^ricing with hahdicapped students. 

Experience in Education - ' ' o v 

• / . • 

The DO lab educators surveyed on-site and through the'i^ail repojpted the 
following number of years experioice in the teaching fi^^ld: 35% (10)- had 4-6 
years of experience, 17% (5) have taught for 7-10 years/ 14?"' (4) have 11-15 
years of experience, and 14% (4) have been teaching for nore than 15 year#. The. 
rnedian rank was 2, that is, 4-6 years of e^^^ience in education, - ^ 

E)q>erience in Industry 

«> ' . ' * 

" Roughly tvo- thirds of the DO lab teachers (70%) reported having worked 
in business or industry for varying aitounts of time- ^lany' accumulated this 
e^^jerience prior to entering the t^ching field. Thirty-five percent (11) had 
1-3 years of experience, 14% (4) reported having worked 4-6 years, 10% (3) had 
woiktxi in industrj^' 7-10 years and 10% had worked in business or industry for 11- 
15 years- No one reported nore than 15 years df experience in industry. Thirty 
percent (9)^ of the respondents r^rted having no experience working in business 
or industrial settings | 
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Sex ^ 

Sixteen (53%) of the DO lab instructors surveyed were male and fourteen 
(47%) were female. . The heavy lab teacher was male in all fifteen DO prograiris. 
In 14 of the 15 DO programs, the light lab teacher was female. 



I . — 

Coursework Concerning Vocational Instruction for Handicapped Students 

Eighty-three percent of the DO lab instructors' reported having taken . \^ 
courses dealing with vocational instruction for their students. Of the 17 
teachers vto^described the purpose for t^ing this ooursework/ 35% reported 
applying the ooursev\ork towards a Bachelor's degree> and 35% took than for ^ 
a Master 's/deqree. Thirty percent of the teachers did not aEply the courses 
towardg^^ degree .program. ^ , \ 

Workshops Taken Concerning Vocational Instruction ^for Flandicapped Students/ 

Sixty-one j^rcent of the DO lab instructors reported participation in 
workshops on 'vocatiDnaJ. instruction for handicapped students during the last 
five years. An, overwhelming majority of the workshops taken (88%) were sponsored 
by the Stat^ Department of Education. Workshops offered through a college or 
university were attended by 38% of the responding teachers while 19% had been 
to ,vorkshops in their local scho^i' district, and 13% of the educators had 
participated in workshops sponsored by a professional organization. 



Elever^ or approximately" 40% of the 29 DO lab teachers said they h^djpt taken any 
workshops within the last five ye^s qn vocational instnx:tiQir-':^ handicapped 
learners. * ^ ! ! 

\ 

Program Development ^ ^ 

The questions under this category sought information on the DO lab teacher's'^ 
role in the student placement decision and in the preparation of the vocational 
cortponent of an lEP. In* addition, one question dealt with perceived inservice 
needs in relation to developing the vocational oorrpbnent of the lEP. 

The 16 lab teachers interviewed on-site eo^lained that all DO students 
were scheduled to take the light and heavy lab classes for at least the first 
year enrolled in the program. Some students'* are enrolled in the light and/or 
heavy lab classes for up id four < or five years.' The teachers stated that a 
studerit is placed in a mainstream vocational course only when he/she eixhibits 
mastery -of the DO lal:> oorrpetencies. It was found that 90% of the lab iiistrvctors 
were involved in lEP meetings at the time the placerr>ent decision wa^ madq. 
Three t.eachers (10%) reported rio involvement in the initial lEP ir^ting or in 
the plac^)[ient decision. However, tv^ of the three teachers indicated they do / 
provide related vocational infontation to the lEP team. A breakout of this 
infoimation appeeirs in Talkie 15. - 
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Table 15 ' ' 

(N=30J What .s your role in the placement of a handicapped' studer^t m 

'involvement Jn initial lEP meeting as part of 

Bas^ic Staffing Team X ^ go% (27) 

-review lEP after it^s developed.^nd comment on 

It before parent approval 
y 'have not attended Basic Staffing Team meetings 

but have provided input' regarding placement ' 
■^^^^ ^oie in placement decision (placement 

is, automaticj ^ ^.^^^ 

As seen in Table 16, all of .the^ teachers v*io have c^npetencies for their 
lab use those oonpetencies in lEP development. Often a printed copy of the 
oonpetencies or objectives is attached to the lEP document- / 

^ Table 16 

(N=30) Is there a checklist of objectives or competencies that you use 
for your lab? 

Yes 90%^ '(27). 
No 10% ' (3) . 



(0) 
(0) 



(N=26) Are these objectives or com^tencies used to develop the^ vocational 
aspects of the lEP? ' , ^ . ' 



Yes^ 100% (27) 
No — (0) 



Table 17 provides information on the areas in vrtiich DO lab instruct^s 
provide input to the lEP team. One lab teacher visited on-site reported having 
no* invDlvonent in developing vocational objectives for the lEP, The teacher 
e^lained that there-was no vocatioial oompohent in the lEPs of VO students at 
this vocational center. ' ^ ' . » 



Table 17 , 



(N=30) What input do ^ou provide the lEP team in developing the vocational 

, ' program for the handicapped learner in your lab? 

-assess student* s entry level skills 90% (27) 

'determine vc^tional goals and objectives 97% (29) 

'identify special support services 90% (27) 

'determine m&thod of assessment 87% (26) 

'have had no involvement in development of ^ 

vocational componeht of lEP ^ 3% (1) , 



The 16 lab instructors interviewed on-site were also asked to ocmrr^t on v*iat 
they, ^aw as problems or obstacles to providing input into a student's lEP. Six 
or 38% of the teachers ejq)ressad satisfactioi with the procedures curtently used 
in lEP development. However, sane instructors reported lack of time, inadequate 
evaluation and assessment techniques and inadequate curriculum as obstacles to 
providing input int&the lEP. Also mentioned as a 'problem was the teachers' laTrk 
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of adequate pre^ation in vocational education. • * * 

fina ^^^^''^ to planning the vocational conponent 

Se ipLSfrSf he;p in^fxndi^g af^rcprilte instructiohal^Si; 

■me specific respcnses to training needs appear in TaBle 18 below - 



Table 18 



(N=30) In what areas in plannin^the vocational. -aspects of the lEP do you 
feel you would like additional training in?' 

. -identifying appropriate instructional 

mterials and activities ' ggo, 

. -assessing student's lavel of performance ' 33% 

-modifying the lab environment ^ 27?° 
-knowing available school and community 'resources ■' 20% 

-writing student objectives 27? 
-no answer or no expressed need or inappropriate 

^'^^^""^^ • 37^ (10) 



60% (18) 
(10) 
(8) 

20% (6) 
(5) 



Sorne teachers^^^d 'the need to ^t riany ooitimrcially produced instructional 
materials so that a DO student oould^tter understand "the Snt^r ^I^S^^l ^^Ji 
^terviewed on-site indicated th^ need to W nore abou^LSstS^ ^^St^Sia^ f 
education curriculum. Specif ically;,,they wanted to know the prertui^S sSSs 
for neinstream vocational classes, specific content and skillS S to 

Su^^Slof^^y:^??? '"^^ ^^^^^^ ^ ™^te a. prTpaling ' ' 

' The second most frequently reported need was in the area of vocational skill 
assessment and evaluation. It is also interesting to note that sTof 



Impl emen tat ion 



„^ T'^K^^"?^^ question under this category was, "What are the .areas feel 
hSiSj^d^'St?^ " '^-^ °' ^'^"^ ^^"^ ^stSctic^'t. 

As seen in Table 19, the three most frequently reported area's of need for 
inservice training bjr the lab teachers (27) were: (1) ways o'f using a variety 
of teaching techniques and strategies; 12) modifying instructional materials; and 
'(3) asses^Sing and evaluating student perfonnance. During the on-site interviews 
the lab teachers repeatedly expressed a need for vocationally-oriented materials 
Several teachers cited the need for tips or techniques to teach reading and fnatlr' 
m particular. Evaluation and assessment methods or procedures was also of 
a high priority for many lab teachers interviewed. Supporting this need, ohe 
instructor said, "Many resources are inadequate. The DO population-is constanUy 
chin^iing. We're getting lower functioning kids and kids with emotional problens." 
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Some DO lab teachers also expressed the need for learning more about vocational 
% education/ vocational curriculum design and teaching vocational skills in their iab. 
Several DO lab teachers said they si^tosized daily living skills, often because 
the vocational facility was inadequate or they don't l}ave,th§ vocational skills 
to teach the lab in a vocational context. 

^ " Table 19 

(N-30) What are the areas you feed need to be strengthened in terms of 

helping you provl(^ vocational Instruction ^o ^tud^nts in your lab? 

-using ia variety of teaching techniques and strategies 37% (11) 

-modifying Ins t r uct Id nal'^'maXG rials ^ ^ 33% (10) 

-assessing and evaluating student performance , ^ 33% (10) 
-helping handicapped students develop positive attitudes 

\ / ahout themselves and work , , 27% ^ (8) 

-working with parents of ^ handicapped stude/it^s ^ 2^% ^(7) 

-providing Individualized Instruction In thje lab 20% * (6) 

^ ,-motiPatlng and reinforcing handicapped students 17% (5) 

* -vocational education curriculum development 17% (5) 

, rworl^ngii-i^th support personnel ^ 13% (4) 

-handicapping conditions ^ ^ 7% (2) ' 

-Indirect wo rh behaviors * > ^ 7% (2) 

'^how to work with industry , 3% (1) 

-sign language * ^ ^ 3% ^ (1) 

-grading procedures ' • jV (1) 

-no answer, or none • ' 10% (3)^ 

In addition to the facilities problem, the instructors visited on-site (16) 
were also asked to identify the greatest problems or obstacfles for providing 
vocational instruction to their students. The laglc of a lab aide and t^|p ia^ 
reading and math abilities of many students were mentioned as obstacles to 
teaching vocational skills. Several teachers said the students do fine with the 
^"hands-on" activities but encounter many difficulties with acadeiftic tasks • Other 
(. ppDblems ci.ted by" the lab teachers interviewed on-site ii^^e: student lack of 

moti^tion, the moventent tov^ds enrolling lower^functi6ning (IMR) students ' 
into DO, and the student's. entry into the DO program with iiff^fejuate career explora-> 
tory experiences. . ^ <jf 



Reviaw/Eval u^ tlon 



\ The information sought under the review/evaluation ciktegory' is related to 

strategies used and information collected in»^eviewing stufent progress. In- 
formation provided»to the lEP team by the lab instructor and involvement in 
follow-up activities were other it^ns examined in this category. 

Table 20 provides a^u;a^ic presentation^of teacher responses to-^fehe-frajor 
reviav/evaluation questrons. 
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Table 20 



(N-30) What information do you provid^ the lEP team during and at 
the end of the year? 

. -student behavior and social st^^tus 30% (24) 

-studenU .progress on__ vocational skill development 77% (23) 

-recommendations for work placement or further training 70% (21) 

^ -student grades ' ^^g; 

0 -have not provided' information to lEP team 7% (2) 

■ (N=28) Are ^ involved in the follow-up of students .after they complete 
the DO program? 

' 89X (25) • m 

. • ". . 7% (2)' . Yes 

4% (1) • Uncertain- (new' teacher) 

Nearly all of the lab instructors surveyed reportedly inet with the 
lEP team at various tirtie^ during the yeairto discuss studait behavior and 
social status (80%), studoit' progress on vocational skill developnent (77%) 
reooranendataons for -work placeinent of further training (70%) and studait grades 
(60%) . IWd teachers (7%) reported they provide no inforrration to the lEP team 
during or at the end of the year. 

Regarding the follow-up of students when they leave the DO program, 89%^ '(25) 
reported having no personal involvanent in this activity. Several teachers^ said 
this was typically done on an informal tosis. by the DO job coordinator^ Sonte 
teachers explained that former students would sontetimes stop by the school^ or would 
write letters informing the teachers of their v^ereabouts. Two people (7%) 
Pho were involved in following-up former students have been doing so since 19:Z2 
Hie information they collect has, however, not been documented. 

DO' lab teachers were^^IsSVasked to explain their nethods^ for measuring or 
assessing student perforfiance. Nearly three-quarters of this group reported using 
informal observation asythe primary means of assessing student performance. 
Eleven (38%) instructors repor?ddly used oonpetency checklists when observing sti:dent 
performance. Though many teachers relied on informal observation, sane explainedX 
they were not entirely comfortable with this procedure. One educator stated. 
Unfortunately, a lot is through teacher observation; I think tp be less subjective 

"^^Lf^ develop a more specific checklist .of oort^t^cies . " In addition to 
infortlHl observation and related oDmpetency checklists, a variety of other methods 
was cited as being supplemental for-assessing student perforronce. These included 
written tests, oral exams, student self checks, and written assignments. 

IVhen interviewed as to what problotis or obstacles inhibit the DO lab teachers 
from successfully evaluating a student's performance, two types of problems 
were refxirted. The limitations in many 'assessment procedures used was cited as 
an ojjstacle in "truly knowing" what the student can and^can not do. Four teachers 
e3?>l^ined that the lack of specific assessment guidelines leads to the subjective 
evaluations. Inoonsisteijcy in student performance was mention^ by several instructors V 
as the second t^e of problan encountered v^en assessing stud^t's performance. 
Five teachers reported having little or no problem in ass^sing and evaluatinq a 
jstudent's performance. • ^ 
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General Information ^ 

The questions developed for this category sought information on the 
DO lab educator's involvanent with other special services personnel, parents 
of their students, and organizations or agencies which serve handicapped 
individuals . 

The thirty DO ^ lab teachers surveyed were a^ked about having contact with 
the parents of their students. As seen in Table 2i/ nearly all instructors 
r>^rtedly meet with the parents scnietijne during the year, Comnunicating 
with parents during the annual review of their child's^ lEP was"^e most frequently 
inentioned #Dnn of contact. The majority (80%) n^tioned meeting or speaking with 
parents during the course of the year as well. This contact was often through 
tel^hone conversations, letters and social gatherings , such as the Special Olynpics, 
Several teachers ,alsp mentioned making home visits during the school year and suittt^. 

/ 

Tnhlo 21 

(N=30) When do you have contact with parents of the students in your lab? 



-during the development of the lEP 


87% 


(26) 


-during the course of the year 


80% 


(24) 


-at the annual review of the lEP 


90% 


(27) 


-at open house 


3% 


(1) 


-at social gatherings 


3% 


(1) 


-have no contact with parents 


7% 


(2) 



The lab instructors were asked to indicate the si^port services from within 
the school system omrently being utilized, As shown in Table 22, twelve or 
40% of the teachers stated that the only services used were those from the DO 
program itself, Of^ the 18 (60%) instructors utilizing support services in DO 
and in other areas, more than half reported tapping the services of ratedial 
teacher and aides and guidance counselors. Other services mentioned less ^ 
frequently included consultation with mainstream wcational educators, psychological 
services and adaptive physical education. 



* ^ Table 22 



(N=30) What support services^in your school are you using to help 
the student succeed in your lab? 

- Use of DO services only . 40% (12) 

- Use of support -services beyond those withip / * 

DO program ^ eo% (18) 
# 

Areas: ■ • remedial teachers and aides . . 66%' (12) 

• guidance counselors \ 55% '(10) 

• co^nsultation with mainstream vocational 

teachers and cooperative education 

coordinators ^39% (7) 

• psychological servdces , ' 10% (3) 

• adaptive phu^J^l education '3% (1) 
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During the on-site interviews, the 16 DO lab instructors .explained 
the type and quality of contact with itainstream vocational educator^. Thirteen 
or 81% reported having direct contact with nainstream vocational personnel , , 
often of an infomal nature and equally initiated by -the mainstream and DO 
teachers. Overall,, the majority of the DO lab instructors interviewed expressed 
satisfaction about their interactions with mainstream vocational educators. 
Several adjectives used by the DO teachers to describe these interactions included, 
"friendly," "frequent oorttact," "good support," and "they know many kids they've 
never had in their courses." Sanple conments from the three DO instructors who 
indicated having limited contact with mainstream vocational teachers were, "hardly 
any contact," "miniinal, very little," and "should be more coordination." 

In addition to identifying the support services used within the school , the 
lab teaciiers (30) were asked about their oontact with agalcies or organizations 
in the community which provide services to h^dicapped' individuals. Their 
responses can be seen in» Table 23. 



Table 23 

(N=26)r Have you had contact with personnel from agencies or organizations 
that provide services to handicapped Individuals? 
X 



Yes 
No 



88% 
12% 



(23) 
(3) 



Organl zation 



# of Teachers 
Reporting per Agency 

20 



Vocational Rehabilitation 

Local Mental Health Center 15 
Social Rehabilitation Services, 4 
Vermont ^ob Service * 3 
UVM Center for Developmental disabilities 2 

(I -Team) * . 

Champlaln Industries 2 
HOPE (VR)^^ 

Association for the Blind 
Association for Retarded Citizens 
Vermont Achievement Center 
CETA 

Champlaln Work and Training 
Job Corp 
Local hospi tal 

Local opportunity center ^ 
UVM Extension Service 
VR JOYAL 'School 
Cerebral Palsy Association 

Surrogate Parent Program j 
Winston-Piujfy Center 

'IWenty-thr^v- or 88Y j>f tlio 'i6 lab instructors reported having scsr\e sort of contact 
with the organizations listtxl in Table 23, .The teachers' experiences with these 
agencies were extremely varied, but in terms of the two agenci^ nost frequently 
cited, tvo nearly opposite reactions were observed. As m^y r^rted Mental Health 
and Vocational Rehabilitation Services as being helpful as there were in the not 
helpful category. The following oomnents illustrate the divergent response to 
Mental Health Services. 
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-"Mental Health is not very good at all, ••they were coming in 
and taking kids out of school without telling us," 



-"We're in contact with the local men.tal health center all 
the time, ••we have a ti<^t rapport." 



Below are tWD quotes which illustrate the different response to 
Vocational Rehabilitation services • 

-"...very helpful working with students who are not worKing 
out in our DO program." 

-"...one of our lower functioning students was turned down by 
Vocational Rehabilitation jaecause she was unable to vocalize a 
career interest." 

The lab .teachers visited on-site U6) were 'asked to comnent on. whether 
they knew of any businesses in their ar^ which help train or erploy handicapped 
individuals. A slight majority (9) Identified one or more businesses ?hat h^f 
worked cooperatively with the DO program by 'providing workstudy or on-the-iob 
training opportunities, iv^ teachers said there wejre likely to be businesses 
that enployed handicapped people, but were unable to identify any by name. -Another 
^i^^S/^""^?^ of anirtoGsinesses, but suggested that the DO job coordmator 
VDuld be better able to provide! this infomation. Five teachers knew of iy^. 
businesses that trained or eirpUyed handicapped ijidividu^ in their iimediate 
geographical area. «' ^cue 
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IV OC^ICLUSIONS AND REGOMffiNDATICNS 



V 



'Ihis section of the report offers a series of conclusions and recomnendations 
relative to mainstream and special vocational educator iiivolVerrBnt in the lEP 
process and the percteived inservioe needs of these ',educators in individualized 
progranming for. handicapped youth. Conclusions and recoiunendations regarding 
nainstream and special vocational educators are discussed separately in two 
parts (A and B) • The third and final part of this section (C) provides reoonnvenda- 
tions that apply to both groups of teachers, 

A, Mainstream Vocation^ Teadiers 

I \ 

Involvement In lEP Process 

\ 

It ,was found that slightly over half of the mainstream vocational 
education teachers were involved iji the developnent of lEPs for handicapped 
stvdents. Ihis involvement was essentially through indirect means, via oonmunica- 
tion with special education personnel. Seldom were vocational teachers directly 
inMDlved as participants of lEP meetings. In terms of areas of involvonent in lEP 
developinent, vocational teachers ntost often reported providing input in establishing 
vocational goals and objectives for the student. Several ^teachers also mentioned 
involvement in assessing the student's entry level skills and in determinihg 
student progress it^asures and timelines. ^ ^ 

The finding that vocational teachers seldom serve as participants in lEP \ 
meetings is consistent with the findings from similar studies conducted in New 
Jersey (Mbfight and Hux, 1979) and Texas (Fair, 1980) . However, the present ' 
investigation found a larger percentage of vocational educators* having contact 
with special education personnel during the lEP development phase. While this 
observation suggests- that more vocational educators are at least having an indirect 
involvement in lEP development,^ it may also be misleading. Most vocational 
teacher contact was found to be with pem)nnel from the Diversified Occupations (DO) 
program, vrtiich is a regionally-based secondary level special* education class located 
in the area vocational centers. Virtually no direct contact reportedly occurred 
between mainstream vocational personnel at the area centers and special education 
personnel from the sending .^^agfftBbls . This lack of communication is problaratic 
when considering that handifcapped students other than those in the DO program are 
also enrolled in mainstream vocational education programs, and that the largest 
segment of handicapped students and special education personnel reside at the 
sending schools. However, during the on-site interviews at eight area vocational 
centers, three vocational centers were observed to be in the process vpf formalizing 
procedures for developing the vocational oonponent of/lffie lEP with sending schools. 
A fourth vocational canter had recently hired a spealal needs teacher to work with 
fepeciAl education students and "teachers from its siding schools. This m^vaneit 
inpiied increased aoimunication between area vocational center and sending school 
personnel. Future investigation of these efforts could be helpful in determining 
their relative merits and shortcomings, in terms of providing vocational education 
and special services to handicapped students *and facilitating coordinated practices 
ainong perscMinel from area center and sendinq schools. 

^ ■ ■ • ■ . 
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Tt)^ patterns of conrnunication between vocational and special education 
personnel noted in the preceding paragraphs were similarly found during the 
inplementation and review/evaluation -phases of the lEP process. -Ihose vocaticnal 
teachei^ reporting contact wiih special educators mentioned that this contact 
was typically made on an irfformal basis and m^st often involved a reporting 
of student grades, student progress in vocatidhal skill development and/or student 
behavk/r in the vocational education program. 



^--^-^Vocational resource tochers and aides at tl^e^vocational centers are ' f''^ 
apparently fulfilling an inportant role in providing "services to handicapped 
students enrolled in mainstream vocational programs, A majority of the vocational^ 
teachers with handicapped students reported ijUlizing the services of these 
personnel; fvbreover, many vocational instructors off^ed positive contiBnts 
about the iirmediate availability of these si^port slices personnel for specialized 
assistance and the relevance of the tutori^ help provided to the instruction that 
occurs in the UDcational course. While the scope of study did not include a 
focus on the role of vocational resource personnel in area vocational caiters, the 
nany references made ^ut the quantity and quality of their work during the 
on-site interviews suggested a need for the state funding agency, the Division 
of Vocational-Technical Education, to examine this area irare closely, especially since 
these positions are relatively recent additions to VeniDnt's vocational education 
delivery system. • * , 

* * • 

Slightly less than half of the vocational teachers, with lEP students reported 
having somq ocmnunication .with the parents of these students. Mar^ teachers indi^te( 
that such oomnunication occurred through indirect . UBans (e.g., sending progress 
r^rts, grades, disciplinary notices) . Given the active role that parents are 
to assume in the lEP effort and the limited contact between area vocational center 
and sending school personnel noted in -this stucfy,^one wonders how and to v^at 
extent are parents informed of vocational education options for their children. 
Parent knowledge of and involvonent in vocational education ^pears to be another 
area thaCNoould benefit from closer examination. 



teu^ly half of the nainstream vocational .teachers reported having had 
oourscwork or workshops in vocational prograrrming for handic^ed students 
within the past five years. It was^also noted that participation in ooursework 
was much greater than workshop involvensnt/ Since the state divisions of 
vocational and special education and the university departments of vcicational 
and ^pecia;i education had recently intensified their efforts in this inservice 
area, the moderate rate of ^vocational teacher participation in .special needs 
inservice activities is likely to increase. 

As seen in Tables 6, 7, and 8. in the Findings section, vocational teachers 
with students on lEPs and those without lEP stixlents tend tg be much alike in their 
perc^tio^ „of areas of inservice need. ^However, the strength of this conparison 
was weakened, due to a substantial percaitage of teachers in the "teachers without 
UIP students" group that did not respond to questions on perceived inservice needs. 
If differences do txist between the two groijps, they may be in teriTB of level of 
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instruction needed within particular content areas. That is, teachers without 
IEP students may need nore awareness level training, whereas teachers with lEP 
students may profit more fi^m skills-oriented training. However, it was also noted 
that when the teachers framboth groups were ocxnbined, approximately 25% did not 
indicate any particular areJi in need of iirprovement. If a rationale for inservice 
education is developed on the basis of the perceived needs of vocational teachers , 
then one-quarter of the iTQinstream teachers in this study are not likely to be 
participants of the inservice program. ^ 



B. Diversified Occupatiais 

■ ^ 

Involvement in lEP Process 

When it con^ to the decision to place a DO student in the light or heavy 
lab, nearly ail of the lab instructors reported direct involvanent in placeroit 
matters and also served as msnbers of the lEP team. Only three instructors 
indicated nu involvanent in placenrent decisions. The majority, of those teachers 
who participated as lEP team members provided information on course goals and 
objectives. They were also involved in assessing tj^student's entry level skills 
and identifying special support services. 

As with the initial placeatent decision, almost all of the DO lab instructors 
cxDmmunicat^ with the lEP'team during and at the eruJ^pf the year. In nost cases, 
the infomation addressed student behavior, progress on vocational skill develop:TBnt, 
reooninendations for work placement or further training, and student grades. Only 
tv^» teachers reported no involvement in the lEP process during or at the end of 
the year. 

It appears then that almost all of the lab instructors were involved with each 
phase of the lEP process. It vfas also found that the DO ;Lab instructors frequently 
oOTinunicate with the parents of their student^ This contact is usually through 
direct means. Given the nature and position of their jdb, one would expect to 
see the special education lab instructors hi^ly involved in the lEP prdcess. 
Indeed, this study confirmed this e^^ctation. 



Insei;vxce Needs 

The majority of lab instrucbDrs reported having taken oourses and workshops 
^regarding Mjcational instruction for handicapped students. 

' In planning the vocational oonponent of the lEP , the majority of lab 
teadiers noted a need for further training in the area of .^identifying 
appropriate instructional activities and materials. Several teachers expressed 
the need to know more about vocational curriculum development in the DO lab and 
the curriculum and procedures in mainstream vocational programs. While many 
lab teachers had taken vocationally-oriented oourse^ or workshops in the last 
five years, there is an apparent need for future inservice efforts ^ to focus on 
vocational* curriculum and skill development activities .and materials. 
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Regairding inservice needs for instructing handicapped students in a 
VDcational area, the teachers' responses were extremely diverse. There appeared 
to be a nunber of inservice needs relative to teaching vocational skills, though no ' 
one area was cited as a pressing need. Perhaps the varying types and levels of 
students currently enrolled in DO prbgraips is such -that a DO teacher is required 
to use a wide variety of skills relevant to educating this diverse group. Given the 
fact that many needs we^e indicated and that differing program atphases were 
noted during intexviavs with several DO. lab instructors, future statewide inservice 
planning efforts should t^k^ these considerations" into account. 

* While discussing inservice and program needs on-site, several DO lab teachers 
from four different centers mentioned inadequate facilities as an inhibitor to ' 
teaching vocational skills. These teachers posited that even with inservice 
instruction on vocational skill training, they would still be unable to successfully 
carry through with the vocational instruction, given the facilities problon. 
This facilities concern seems "to merit ploser elimination by state level, personnel 
in special and voirational education. Given the observation that DO lab instrtrctors 
tended to perceive themselves and theife program as being separate from other pitograms 
in the area vocational center, procedures that encourage, a greater level of 
collaboration among DO and mainstream vocational educators in the facilities area 
could help in iitproving the facilities concern and in achieving ^ higher level of 
integration between these programs. • . • 

One other discussion arose out of the inservice needs question that appears 
to warrant further examination. During the on-site interviews, a snail number of DO in- 
structors (6) were asked what they saw as the purpose of the DO lah'. Three responded by 
saying that the main enphasis was -on daily living skills or independent life skills. " 
Two instructors reported the purpose as being, pre-vocational skill training. Only * 
one instructor said the program was designed. for vocaUonal training. -At the onset' 
of this study, the researchers assun^ that DO lab was a special vocationally- 
oriented course for handicapped students. However, in'^ight of the varying program 
purposes expressed, this assunption may be questionable." A statewide review 
of the DO program would be helpful in detemtining and clarifying t^ie goals of- the 
lab segment of Diversified Occi^ations. 

C. General Reooitmendations 

The inservice needs found in this stud^ are reported on a statewide basis. 
'This information should be helpful in developing ' ^endas for state vocaUonal and 
special education conferences, special workshops and university off-canpus inservice 
courses. Furthermore, the instruments and procedures enployed in this investigation 
could be used at the state level in developing a long-range plan for ■vocaticmal ' 
special needs program irrprovanent and inservice education. For exanple' 
the state divisions of vocational and special education could join-tly sdorior • 
a needs assessment systan that collected data once every two years TiS 
system wuld, therefore, maintain an ongoing, account of special- and mainstreair. 
^tocaUoml education inservice and program needs. nainscream 
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- While statewide inservice needs information is reported in this publication, 
the data that were collected ooxild also' be" analyzed for regional needs' within 
the State. Persons interested in conducting a regional analysis of inservice and 
program needs could obtain the data from the present study by contacting the 
project director, Len Albright. ' - ^ 

>" _ • 

The instruments and procedures used ±n this study^^bmld also be utilized- 
by area vocational carters. . By conducting a locally directed survey, the 
area wcational centers woiild have a data base for developing vocational spec'ial 
needs program iitprovanent and inservice plana. This information could also 
be ooimiunicalfed in the annual local plan r^rt tliat each area vocational centejr 
submits to the State Divis?.on of Vocational-Technical Education. By "aggregating 
the inservice and program nefeds information contained in these reports,, the State 
oould have another source for examining statewide needs. 

V 
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^ V REFLECTIONS 

Several reviewers of research reports jEverhart, 1977; Nictplson, et, al., ' 
1977; Phelps, 1976) have noted that authors seldom reflect on .the methods used* 
in their^ investigations. The intent of this section is to offer such reflection. 
Observations on the conceptual framework, the instrunentation and the data 
oollection and ailblysis procedures utili^ed^in the present study are discussed. 
It is hoped this infonration will be of value to colleagues vAyd aire interested 
in the process of conducting studies similar to the one reported herein. 

Conceptual' Framework ^ ^ T - \ . 

A 'three-phase viav of the lEP pipcess (development/ inplenentation, review/ 
evaluation) served as the framework for the data collected in this study. The^ . 
three^E^iase process perspective vas helpfui to the project staff in "conrmmicatipg 
the g:>als of the project and in organizing the on-site interview and mailed 
survey instruments.^ This perspective also seened^to be readily understood by 
the special \ADcational (DO lab) instructors, especially since nearly all were, 
"living" the process. However, the interviews with mainstream vocational 
education personnel revealed that "they tended to See the lEP more as a. document 
than as a process. Thou^ some reported indirect involvement in the lEP effort, 
nost did not appear to view themselves as being part of a process. For these 
teachers, the conceptual frameworlj: offeree? another perspective on the lEP effort , 
and probably was instructL/e in some cases. Yet, ^it could be that the process ^ 
perspective employed in mis stxudy did more to identify probl^ or gaps within* 
the pres&it system,* lik^^inadequate information flow between area vocational * , 
centers arid sending schodls and individual teacher uncertainty afcout her/his 
role in the IgP process, than it did in uncovering the ''real" inservice needs 
or mainstream 'Vocational educators, c i , - . 



Ins t rumen tat ion 



The ''investigators e^erimsnted with one question on the mailed^utvey instrument . 
to see if 'differait response formats would product similaf or different outcomes. Qijestic 
#16 asked „the^ respondents to check from among a list of alternatives their 
perceived inservice needs in inplementing tiie vocational oqirponent^of the 
student's lEP. This fontiat may be restrictive since the teacher's response 
is to a preconceived list of possibilities^ Therefore^ in four. of the instaWits 
Isent to each cirea vocational center, the list waslexcluded in Question #16, providing 
^ . ^ ^ a free-response format. What occurred was that of the 23' free response surveys 

retiam&i, 13 or roughly 60% of ^ the respondents chose not. to respond or tjae responses 
did not address the question. ^This 60? figure was (i[uite high when conpared to 
the 18% (18 otat of 100) non-response rate in the surveys v*iich included tj:ie 
itanited .list of alternatives. In an earlier stucfy dDne in^ the vgpational 
special needs area, Wentling and others (1978) found that "people'-1:ended to leave " ^ 
all the open-ended questions blank and sometiines - f-esponded ihcofnpletely or indJOrrectly 
to itailtiple choice itons." The findings from^ the -"present study support this^ 
observation, in that, the information obtained from the free response format was 
-very limited. Fran those in theVree response group that did addre^the question, 
the content responses were similafr to the ones foi&id in the itemiz^ response list. 
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A second reflec±ion on the instrun^tation has to (to with the narrow 
definition of inservice education inferred from the questions posed in the 
surveiTS. ^ The first part of the survey sou^t infonrntion-oiv-fehe respondents^ 
prior training in the vocational special needs area by asking about formal 
courses and workshops taken- Then, questions related to inservice i^eds appeared 
throughout the feurvey. During the interviewing process, several teachers 
mentioned that althou^ they perceived no real need for formal coufses or 
workshops in orider to strengthen their skills, there was a great need and place 
for caigoing ooitmunication among colleagues about various aspects of prograinning 
for individual students • /ihese oomnnents suggested to the researichers that a 
broader view of inservi<fe education, one that* considered both fonral and infonral 
types of inservice, could have been reflected in the siirvey instrurtent. Had 
. this occurred, th^ more information would h^e been gathered about the process 
7 of inservice education (e,g, viiat is it, v*o -should deliver it, when, how) / 
along with the information obtained about the content of inservice education (i.e., 
areas . of inservice need) . 

^ : ' \ 

Data Collection and Analysis 

^ ' tr^ 
The original plan for data collection was to conduct on-site interviews 
at four vocational centers, do tel^^hone surveys of personnel from four other centers, 
and send survey questionnaires to the remaining caters. However, once the 
average length of the Individual interviews was ^termined and project 'staff 
schedules examined/ a decision was made to extend the on-site interviews from 
four to eight vocational centers, delete the telephone interviews and send 
sutveys to the rest of the centers. It was felt that by visiting additional 
centers and 'increasing the nunfcer of interviews with teachers, m^r^ in-depth 
information would be collected. While the additional on-site interviews were 
helpful in reinforcing many observations made during earlier interviews and, 
therefore, increased the researchers' level of confidence in making various 
points or judgemaits in this report, ^he on-site interviews were not as revealing 
as was anticipated. In fact, comnents received from several respondents to the 
mailed survey provided as much or more information as that received during many 
of the on-sity interviews . Whild several reasons for this occurrence have been 
^nsidered, the ope n-ended na ture of .the^questions^^asked during ^the on-^site— ^-^1— 
interviews and the interviewers' occasional failure to probe nore deeply into 
specific areas seenj to be central factors in not obtaining the indepth information 
thaj; was expected. 

The use of two different formats for data collection, an open-ended question 
format for the on-site interviews, and. a more tightly structured mailed survey 
instrument, created some difficulty when it came time for analyzing the data. When 
compiling and comparing the data received from th^ two methods (on-site interview and 
mailed questionnaire) , great care had to be taken to maintain consistency in the 
data recording or. coding procedure. From an efficiency stanc%)oint, the anaWsis 
of the data would have been sinplif^ed if similar formats had been used during the 
data collection stage. " ^ ^ ' ^ 

Another reflection on the data eollection methods used deserves special 
consideration. This has to cto with a matter of confidentiality. The mailed 
surveys w^e coded by center and inside each envelope was a letter code vArtck 
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corresponded to a teacher's name. The purpose of this procedure was to idpntify 
those individuals who had not returned the survey so that follow-up nuterials 
GDiild be forwarded only to non-respondents. This individual tracking procedure 
was used since budgetary restrictions prohibited the irags ntiiling of follow-up 
materials to all persons on the original inailing list./'Th^probian of 
confidentiality encountered with this -procedure was brought to the researcher's 
attention by one respondent who stated: , • <^ 

Why did you oode the envelopes? If you wanted to 
know who sent this (survey) back, you should have 
asked for bur names. 

* In retrospect, a statement Asiiich explained the coding procedure should have been 
included, along with the assurance of confidentiality, in the covering letter 
sent to the individuals. i 

The high response rate obtained in this study was particularly pleasing. 
Seventy- tWD (72%) percent of the mainstream vocational teachers and^lOO% or 
all '^fjhe DD lab instructors in Vermont responded. The respondents' interest and 
concelaft about improving vocational education for handicapped students, and their 
interest in the focus of ' the study were probably two key factors in the high 
reapanSb rate. Several techniques used by the investigators may also have contributed 
to the high return rate. ° These ar*! list^ below. 

• Project presentation at area wcational c&iter directors meeting, explaining • 
the project purpose, procedures and timelines. This was followed by 

■ a letter sent to each director seeking su£^rt tor the project and asking 
the director to encourage faculty response. 

• Telephone •calls were made to individual teachersJWdirectors at nearly 
all of the centers scheduled for on-site visitations. The purpose of the 
project was explained, consent for the interview was sought, and the interview 

^__^edhdej^a3^ at tihe _ cpnvenience the^ndividual teacher or administrator 



Pol low-up thank you letters sent to each persai interviewed. 

All^oorrespcndence sent to individual teaqhers and administrators included 
personal signatures of project staff personnel • 

A follow-i^ letter and materials sent to non-respondents within three 
weeks of first maill^. , 

Mailed questionnaires printed on light blue paper. Wentling (1980) msntiona 
prior research which indicated that cx)lored paper elicits a better respc^se 
rate than white paper. He noted one stufy in v^iich the colored paper 
produced a 15% higher response rate, than did white paper. 
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Aubo Mechanics Instructor 
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^4iddlebury, Venront 05753 

Didc Tyler 

Diversified Occipations Sipervisor 
Spaulding High School 
'Barre, VerntDnt 05641 

Bob Watson 

Division of Vocational-Technical 

Education 
State Depa^teent of Education 
Montpelie^ Vermont * 05602 



( 



Kathy Fiijpk 
Divisiai of Special Education and 

Pupil Personnel Services 
State D^artnent of Education 
Montpelier, VemDnt 05602 

Barbara Hylind 

Cbordinator of Diversified Oca:pations 
Programs 

Essex Junction Educational Center 
Essex Junction, Vermont 05452 

Cindy Haines 

Home Economics ^ 

South Burlington High School 

S, Burlington, Vermont' 05401 

Jim Frazier 

Cooperative Education Coordinator 

Hartford Hi^ School 
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• ' ' ON-SITE INTERVIEW QUESTIOmiRE 

NEEDS ASSESSMENT | 


Current Position 




V 

\ 


2. D,0, Heavy Lab Teacher 




3, D,0, Light Lab Teacher 


4\ Go<^ Coordinator 

5, Area. Guidance Coordinator 

6. Special Needs Project Coordinator 


Primary field of specialization 
' 1 


2, Trade and Industrial Education 

3, Agricultural Education 

4, Hone Econcmics 

% Health Occipations 


i 

S 

» 


6, Distributive Bducatioi 

7, Other (please specify) 


\ Years of j^jq^erience ^in industry 


2. _ 4-6 


> ^ •■ ■ ■ 


3. 7-10 
.4. 11-15 \ ^ 




5, ' more than 15 

6. none 


Years of e:^rience in education 


2- ^ 4-^ 
3. 7-10 


» 


4. ; 11-15 ' ^ 

5. more than 15 \ 

6. none 








2 . f enale 
\ ■ . ^ • ■ 
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What workshops or courses have you participated in concerning vocational • 
prograimdng. for handic^ped students in the last five years? 

" ^ the courses sponsored by? (e.g.-^feal school, vocational departnient, 

college or university) ^ 
" were the courses part of a degree program you're in? 1 

- when exactly did you take these workshops and/or courses?" ' 

- what pronpted you tj take these workshopSTan^r courses? ' , 



I. Program Develc^xnSint 




1- Wttat is your role in th| placement of a"; handicapped student in your 
ocational class? 



^ are you involved in the initial discussions at the lEP rr 

v*iat extent are you involved? 
- wien is the' vocational placement decision made? 



n>e^J.ng? 



2. What input do you provide* the lEP team in developing the learner's 
vocational education .carponent? 

- are you part of the lEP team? , 



3.^ In your opinion, in terms of program developrtent, what are the greatest 
problems or otetacles for your providing input into the student's lEP? 



4. In what areas in planning the^ vocational program of the student's lEP 
do you feel you need additional training in? ' . 

- writing objec±ives ' , • < ' * s> 

- understanding handicapping conditions- 

, - assessing present level of perfonrance (entry level 'skills) 
-• knowing resources ' 
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5. 


Is there a checklist of objectives or ocnpetencies for your class? 
If yes, do you use these to help develop the vocaticnal oonponent of 
the student's lEP? 




1 

JI. IirploDtentaticai 




1. 


In your cpinion, in terms of inplanentatiai, v*iat are the greatest 
problems or obstacles for your providing vocational education to / 
handic^^)ed students? ^ 


■( 

1 


. 2. 


What are the areas of in-service you feel need to be strengthened for 
you in tejons of delivering vocational instruction to handicapped 
students? 

- curriculum design and adaptatiai ^ 

- teaching strategies 

- evaluation and assessment 

\ 




III. Review/Evaliiation , 




i. 


X 

Hew do you measure the effectiveness of your program for handic^)ped 
stu(3ents? * ^ • ' 

- how do you knov/? ' * ' , • ^ • ^ 


• 


2. 


What information do .you provide the lEP team during and at the end 
of the year? 

, T 


! 


3. 


What is your involvement in the follcw-'up of students after they 
leave or cotplete your program? ^ . 
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4. In your opinion, what are the gi^test prcblems or obstacles in 
reviewing or evaluating a handicapped student's perforroance?. 



5. Hew and when is the decision for the student's exist fron the 
vocational class nade? 



IV. General 



1. What kind of cx^ntact do you have with D.O./Mainstream Vocational 
teachers during the year? 



2. What conta'ct do you have during the year with the parents of the 
handicapped students ^in your classes? 

- infcbmnal or ^structured? 



3. Are there supportive services in your. school for helping you work 
with hahdicapped students in your classes? 

- what are those services? 



4. a Are there any businesses that you are aware of that train and enploy 
handicapped individuals? * 



4.b Are you aware of any agencies that provide support services to handi- 
c^^^ed individuals? 



er|c 
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Qn-Site Interviw Guide 
Vocational Teachers Without Students 
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^ QueStions-F^~On-Site^isit With 

Vocational Teachers Wfio Have Not -r^ 
Had Handicapped Students in Their Classe^«_^ " 

1. Do you know vfet ai Individualized Education Plan for a handicapped 
student is? 



. 2, Would ^ou vant to be part of the team who develops an lEP for 
a handic^p^ student in your cl&ss? 



3. What role do you think you might play in the development of an lEP? 



4, What additional information and skills might you need in order to 
beccme involved in the lEP develqpirent? 



What additional information and skills might you need in order to 
provide instruction to a handic^ped student in your class? 



6 a. Flow do you measure and document student performance in ^our class? 



6 b; Would this process be different for handicapped kids? ^ » 

.1 



7. What contact do you have during the. year with the parents of students 
in your classes?^ ^ ' ^ 

7 



8. Are there su^jportive services in your school for helping you work 
with handicapp^ students in your classes? 



9. Are there any ooimiunity resources, business or industrial, that you 
are aware of to help train and place handicapped students? 



^ 'A/IF 2'/3/81 , - r 

ERIC , ^ 
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Or^-Site Interview GMde 
Qxp Coordinators^^ 



^ / 



/ / 
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Questions for On-Site Visit 
with Coop Teachers • 



-Do you know what an Indivi(iualized Education Plan for a handicat^fxxl 
student is? 



2. Would you want to be part of the team^v^io develops an lEP for 
a handicapped student in a vocational class? 



3, What role do you think you might play in the development of an lEP? 



4,^ What additional information and skills might you need ip order to 
becore involved in the lEP develcpnent? 



5, What contact do you ^ have during the .year with the parents of students 
in vocational classes? 

/ 

Are there si:ippart services in your school for helping you work 
with Handicapped students in vocaticnal classes? 



7, Are there any comnunity resources, business or industrial, that you 
are avare of to help train and place handicapped students? 



4 
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On-site Interview Guide 
Vocaticnal Adninistrators 
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Vocaticnal Administrators 
Cn-Site Interview Questionnaire 

1. Hew do you identify students on lEPs v*io are enrolled in vocational classes? 



2. a What are the vocational educators' role in the development of the lEP? 



2.b What is your role in .the lEP effort? 



• * 

3* Are there -si^^portive services in your school for helping your vocational teaching 
staff wDrk with handicapped students? 

- what are those services? " ' ^ 



4. Are there any carmunity resources, business or industrial, that you are aware 
of to help train and place handicapped indivi^ls? - , 



5. What contact does your staff liave with the parents of handicapped students? 



6. What kind of contact does your staf^ have with D.O. teachers during the year? 



7. What kind of ccntac* do you have witJi D.O. teachers during" the year? 



Vcxatioml AdministratoriKcontin^ ^ 



8. What is the oonnection between the D.O. prografn and the regular vocatioial 
program? ^ . « 

- in tenns of curriculum, in-service, faculty ireetings, I-EPs, supervision/ etc. 



9. What do you feel are your staffs greatj^st in-service needs for * instructing . 
handicapped stxjdents in your vocational classes? 



/o^ 



10. How many teachers in yoCm center have students on lEPS? In v^at areas? 



i^pendix F 

Mailed Survey 
to Vocational Teachers 



4) 



1 

fir- 



F 1 



MMLED SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
. NEEDS ASSESSMENT 



■ . ■ \ 

Please read the definition below^fore cbnpleting this survey 

Identification of a Handicapped Perscn ^ o 

The term handicapped means persois vho are mentally' retarded, hard of 
hearing, deaf, speech impaired, visually handicapped, seriously enotionally 
disturbed, orthopedically impaired, or other health inpaired, or perscns with 
specific le'aming disabilities vtio by reason thereof require special education 
and related^ services, and who because of their handicapping condition, cannot 
- succeed in the regular vocational education program without special education 
assistance or v^o require a modified vocational educatiai program (Definitions, 
Appendix A, Federal Register , October 3, 1977), 

For the purposes of 'this study the, word handicapped is any student with 
the above stated handicappinq conditiois vtio is currently on an I.E.P, 
(Individualized Education Program) . The individualized education program is 
the document v*iich actually determines the types and anounts of special 
education services given to handicapped children, ^ 

PLEASE READ BEFORE COfPLHI^JG SURVEY 



A. Do you presently have any students in- your classes with lEPS? (please check) 



Yes 
No 



B. flave you had, students with lEPs in your program in prior years? (please check) 



Yes 
No 



/ 
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0 Background Infornation 
1. Current position 



1, Vocational Teadier 

2, D.O. Heavy Lab Teacher 

3, J D,0. Light Lab Teacher 

4 • Co-op Coordinator 

5. Area Guidance Coordinator 

6, Special Needs Project Coordinator 



2. Primary field of specialization 



1. I Business Education 

2. Tra^and Industrial Education 

3. Agricultural Education 

4. ^ Heme Econoracs 

5. Health Occupations 

6. ^ Distributive Education 

7. Coop Coordinator 

8. ^ Administrator 

9. Other (Please specify) 



4 



3. Years of e}q3erienoe in industry 



1. 1-3 

2. 4-6 

3. 7-10 

4. 11-15 . ' , 

5 . more than 15 

6 . none 



4. Years of- experience ifi education 



5. Sex 



1. 
2. 
3. 
,4. 



5. 



■1. 

2. 



I- 3 
4-6 
7-10 

II- 15 

more than 15 
none 

male 
female 
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6. Have you taken any college ■courses ccnoeming vocational instruction 
for handicapped students? 

1. Yes 

2. No — If no, skip to questicsi If 9 

7. If yes to question #6,. what was (were) the nain9(s) of the course(s) 

and when was (were) it (they)? (Approxiirate titles and dates will be fine) 



8.- Was this (these) course (s) part of a degree program? 
„ / No 

^ or 



Yes, If yes, pltjase check for what program: 

« 02 

B.A. / 

12 / 

M.S. 

22 

^ V C.A.S. 

32 

9. Have you participated in any workshops on providing vocation instruction 
to handicapped students in the last five years? 

1. Yes 

2. No - If no, skip to question 

#11 

10. If yes to question #9, v^o were the workshops sponsored by? (please check 
all appropriate responses) , ^ 

1. college or university 

^ 2. local district in-servioe 

3. ^ State Departinent of Education 

4. pir)fessiona^h-erganization 

5. other (please specify) 
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Pleasje^ ansv^er the following questions regarding your in-sbrvice needs and 
involVQteht in vocational prograimdng for handicapped students. 

• 2.0 Program' Development 

11. What is your role in the placer^ent of a handicapped student in- 
your vocational class? (please check) 
• * 

1* involved in initial lEP meeting as part of fiasic staffing team 

2. have not attended initial meetings but have talked with perscn(s) 

respcaisible for developing objectives of handicapped students' lEP 

3. review lEP after it's been develcped and then caniBnt on it before 

parent approval is given ' . 

4. have had no involvement in lEP develcpnent 

5. other (please e^^lain) 



12. What input do you provide the IE? staffing team in developing the 
vocatic^al program for the handicafped learner? (please check all 
appropriate responses) 

1. involved in assessing the student's entry level skills in my 

vocational area 

2. help set the vocational goals and objectives for students' participation 

in m/ program 

3. help identify special services needed for the handicaf^ed student 

(e.g. remedial reading/ adapting vocational lab facilities, etc^ . 

4 . help in determining hew and when student progress is to be 

neasured and reported 

5- have had no involvonent in IE? developmeht 

6* other (please explain) 
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1 I'i. In what areas in planning the vocational aspects Cf tlie students' LEP 

do you feel you would like additional' training in? (check all appropriate 
\ responses) ' * 



\ 



!• ^ assessing students' present level of perfonmnce 

2. writing individual student objectives 

3- I adapting my course objectives for handicapped students 

4. identifying apprcpriate instructional materials and activities 

5. modifying the lab envircmnnt 

6. knowing available school and coninunity resources which help 

handic^ped individuals 

7. other (please spea\fy) 



14. Is there a checklist of objectives or ccnpetencies that you use in your 
vocational program? 

!• Yes 

'2. No — if no, skip to question #16 

9 

15. If yes to question #14, do you use these objectives or ccrrpetencies 
to help develcp the vocational aspects of the ^ students' lEP? 

!• Yes 

2. T^o--Miy not? (please explain) 



3. 0 Inplementatio n 

— " ' , , * 

16. What are the areas you feel need' to be strengthened in terms of 

helping you provide vocational instruction to handic^ped students? 
(Check all appropriate responses) 



1- providing individualized instruction in the lab set^^ 



2 



modifying instructional materials 

3» motivating and reinforcing handicafped students 

4- working cooperatively with si^port personnel 

5- helping handicapped students develop positive attitudes 

about themselves and work 

6* working with parent^ of handicapped students 

using a variety of teaching techniques and strat^ies 

to teach a specific skill 

^* - assessing and evaluating student perfonrance 

9.. \other (please specify) 
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18. Is this informaticn docunBnted? 1. Yes 2, No 

19. Are these procedures different for handicapped students? 

1. No 

2. Yes, Hew so? (please eaq^lain) 



20 a.What.infonnatiai do you provide the lEP team during and at the end 
of the year? (check all appropriate responses) 

'1- student progress on vocational skill developnent r-^ 

, 2- recomiendaticns for work placenBnt or further training 

3- : student behavior and slocial status ^ \ 

4. student grades 

. * — have not*' provided infornation to lip team 
other (please expla.in) 

20 b.If the above information is provided, it is- 
* n ' 

1- requested by the lEP staffing team 

2. initiated by myself 

3. both of the above - 

4. other (please e^lain) 



21. Are you involved in the follow-up of students after they leave or 
GOTplete your program? If so, ho^ 



er|c 
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22. If you have a student who is on an lEP and is not perfoming ' 
well in your class and you feel other program options should be 
CQnsidered, do you riave contact with the lEP team to discuss your 

' concerns? 

• !• Yes 2, No If no, who would you contact? 

5.0 General 

23. When do you have contact during the year with pl^ents of the handicapped 
students in your classes? (check all ^prcpriate responses) 

1. during the development of the lEP ^ 

2. during the course of tHe year 

3. at the annual' review of the students' lEP ^ 

^ 4. I have no contact with the- parents of handicapped students -»( skip to #2 

5. numbers 1, 2, 3 of the above ^ * 

6. other (please specify) 

24. If you do have contact with the parents of handica^^ students in 
your class (es); hew is this contact made? (check all appropriate 
responses) .... 

1* telephone 

2\ in person 

3. mail 

V/25. Which supportive services in your school are you using to help the 

handicapped student succeed in your class (es)? (check all apprcpriate 
responses) 

1. r^nedial teachers and aides ^ * 

^ 2. counseling services 

3. consultation with special education teachers (e.g. regarding 

adaptation of equipment,* appropriate teaching , strategies , etc.) 

4. vocatioial guidance 

5. 'other (please specify) 

6. none 



V 



t 
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26 a. Have you had contact with personnel from agencies or organizations 
that provide services to handicapped individuals? ' * 

1- No 

2, _-Yes - who and how' often? (please specify) 



26 b. If you have nade use of any of the above agencies or organizatiois 
please identify the type of service obtained* 



26 c. Have you found these agencies to be helpful? (please explain) 



1 



*^April 13, 1981 



Dear Colleague, 

The Department of Vocatioial-Technical Education at the 
University of Vermont is currently conducting a stuc^ of the ^ ^ 
inservice needs of .vocational teachers and Diversified Occupations 
Light and Heavy Lab instructors in working with handicajped students. 
One iiiportant part of the study is to take a look at the vocatic^l 
cind D.O. teachers V involverrent in the process. 

The. results of the study will be helpful to the Departirent of 
Vocational Education at the University in devqlopixig' future 
pre-service and inservice ins^ction. The findings fram this study 
will also be shared with the Division of Vocational Education, State 
Department of Education and the area vocational ceAters in Verncnt. 

This project has been ma^e possible through a grant from the 
Division of Vocational-Technical Education, Venront State Depaftmant 
of Education. 

• 

PLEASE TAKE A FEW MINITIES TO RESPOND TO THE ATTACHED QUESTIOtmiRE 
AND RETTUFN IT IN THE ENCLOSED, SEIP-ACOR^SED, STAMPED ENVELOPE. 



PLEASE RETUFN 




COMPLETED SURVEY BY APRIL 27th. 



YOUR ASSISTANCE IN T?HlS PRCOECT IS GREATLY APPRECIATED. 



Sincerely, 



Leonard Albright 
Project, Director 



Hallie Preskill 
Project .Coordinator 



LA;HP:tp 
enclosure 
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Appendix G 

Mailed Survey 
D.O. Lab Teachers 
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MAILED SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

D.O, Heavy and Light Lab Instructors 



Please read the definition belcw before oarpleting this survey: 
^ Identification of a Handicapped Person 

The term handicapped means persons vAio are mentally retarded; hard of 
hearing; deaf; speech iirpaired; visually handicapped; seriously emotionally 
disturbed; orthopedically iirpaired; or other health iirpaired; or persons with 
specific learning 'disabilities v4io' by reason thereof require special education 
and related services; and who because of their handic^ping oonditicri; cannot 
succeed in the regular vocational education program without special education 
assistance or v*io require a noiified vocational ^ucation program (Definition, 
Appendix ^; Federal Register ; October 3; 1977) • ^ 

<x * 

For the purposes of this study the word handicapped is any student with 
the above stated handicapping conditions is currently on an , ^ 

(Individualized Education Program) . The ixiSividualized education program is 
the document which actually determines the types «nd airounts of special 
edocatJ-on services given to handicapped children • 



VOCATICNAL STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE 
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1.0 Background Infornation 
1. Current positiai 



2. Years of e3<perience in industry 



1. 
2. 
3. 
4.' 
5. 
6. 



Vocational Teacher 
D.O. Heavy Lab Teacher 
D.O. Light, Lab Teacher 
Co-op Coordinator 
Ar^ Guidance Coordinator 



Special N^ds Project Coordinator 



1. ^1-3 



2. 
3. 
4. 

5. 
6. 



4-6 

7-10 

11-15 

more than 15 
"none 



-3. Years, of experience, in education 



4. Sex 



1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
'6. 

1. 
2. 



1-3 
4-6 
7-10 
,11-15 

more than 15 

' o 

none 

male 
fatale 



5. Have you taker\ any college courses concerning vocational instruction 
for handicapped students? ' 

1.^ Yes 



2. 



No— If no, skip -to question. #8 - 



6. If yes to question #5, what was (were) the nams(s) of the course.{s) 

and v^en was (were) it (they) taken? (/^proximate titles and dates wiii bc fine) 



ERIC 



6: 



7. Was this (these) course (s) part of a degree program? 

No 

01 



?^es, If yes, please check for what program: 

02 ■ • . 



B.A. 



12 



M.S. 



22 



C.A.S. 



32 



Have you participated in any workshops on provi'ding' vocation instruction 
to handicapped students in the last' five years? 

"l. Yes 



2. No - If no, skip to 

questicn #10. 



9. If ye^ to question #8, whd'were the vrorkshcps sponsored by? (please check 
all' appropriate responses) 

* !• college or university 

2. local district in-service 

3. ; State Department, of Education 

4. professional organization v 

5. other (please specify) 
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Please answer the follcwing questions regarding your in-«ervice needs and 
involveinent in vocational programming for handicapped students. 

2.0 Program Developmsnt ' ^ - ' 

10. What is your role in the placanent of a handicapped -student in 
your lab? (please check) 



/ 
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1. involved in initiar lEP meeting as part o| basic staffing team 

to determine placotient of studait 

2- review lEP after it's been developed and then comiient on it 

before parent approval is given ^ 

3. have not attended basic staffing meetings but have provided 

/ input regarding placOTent 

4. have had no* role in placement decision for student in lab 

5. other (please explain) 



11. What ir^ut do you provide the lEP staffing team in develcping the 
vocaticnal program for the handicapped learner? (pl^ease check all 

. apprc^)riate responses) ^ ^ 

. 1. involved in assessing the student^ s entry level skills in ' ^ 

niy lab 

2* help set the vocational|A^ls and objectives toe students* participation 

in program ^\ 

3. help identify special services neesded for the handica^Ded student 

(e.g. remedial readi n g^ adapting vocaticnal lab facilities, etc.) 

4. help in determining hew and when student progress is to be 

measured -and r^xDrted 

5. have had ho involvanent in development of vocational corponent of lEP 

6. other (please explain) , 

12. In areas in planning the vocational aspects of the students' lEP 

do you feel you would like addi^icnal training in? (check all appropriate^ 
responses^) 

* • • « 

1. ^assessing students' present level of performance 

2. siting individual 'studamt objectives 

3. ^ identifying apprcpriate instructional materials and activities 

4. modifying the lab envircximant 

5. ^ knowing^ available stiiooL and cormuonity resourges v^ich help 

handic^E^5ed • individuals ) * 

6. other (please specify) ' . , i^^^^^ 
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13^. Is there a checklist of objectives or ccnpetencies that 

1. Yes 



you use in your 



2- No~if no, skip to questioi #15 



n ^ question #13, del you use tfifese objectives or corpetencies 
•to help develcp the vocational aspectte of the students' lEP? 

1/ Yes 

2, No— Why not? (please explain) 



3.0 Iirplenientation 

15. What are the areas you feel need to be strengthened in terms of 
helping you provide vocational instruction to handicapped students'^ 
(Check all appropriate responses) 

1. _^ providing Lndividualized instruction in the lab setting 

2* rnodifying instructional materials - 

^- notivating and reirf forcing handicapped students 

^- WDrking cooperatively with support persainel 

5. helping handicapped' students develop positive attitudes 

about themselves and work 

6. working with parents of handicapped students 

^ 7. using a variety of teaching techniques and strateqies ' 

^ ' to teach a specific skill 

assess^pg and evaluating student performance 

9. . other (please specify) 



*4 . 0 Revijew/Evaluation 



16. Hew do you assess student performance? • 



17. Is this information documented? 1., Yes 2. No' 



... . /I, 
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18. What-infonnaticn do you provide the lEP team during and at the end ' 
of the year? (check all appropriate responses) t:ne end 

1- student progress on vocational skiU development 

- 2. ^ recomiendaticns for wrk placement or for further traininy * 

3. student behavior and social status , 

4. student grades 

5. other (please explain) 

6. have not provided information to lEP team 

19. Are you .invoiced in the follow-up of students after they leave or 
cotplete your program? If so, how? 



5. 0 General 
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20. Wien do you have contact durijig the year with ^parents of the handicapped 
students in your classes? (check aU appropriate responses) 

!• during the develcpment of the lEP 

2. during the course of the* year ^ 

3« at the annual review of the students' lEP 

4. ___ I have no contact with the parents of handicapped, students (skip to#25) 

5. nurnbers 1, 2, 3 of the above 

6. = other (please specify) ' • " 

21. If you do have contact with, the parents of handicapped students 
in your lab, ha. is this contact md^? ' ^check all appropriate 

, responses) ^ 

1. telephcme 

2. in person 

» 3. mail 

« 

22 . Which supportive services iix your school are you using to help the 
S^SST ^^"^^^ succeed in your class (es)? (check all appropriate ' 

1. ranedial teachers and aides 

2. ^counsolinq services 

3. consultation with vocational education teachers ^^(e.q. reqardinq 

adaptation of equipment, appropriate teaching content, etc.) 

4. ^ vocaticnal guidance 

5. othpr (please specify) 

6. none 

7* • V . 

i 
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23 a. Have you had contact with personnel from agencies or organizations 
that provide services to handic^ped individuals? 

1. No 

2. Yes - who and hew often? (please specify) 

\ 

) 

b. If you have made use of any of the above agencies or organizations 
please identify the type of service obtained. 



c. Haye you found these agencies to be h&lpful? (please explain) 



7: 
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The University of Vermont 

DEPARTMENT OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION & TECHNOLOGY 
COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURAL ENGINEERING BUILDING 

BURLINGTON. VERMONT 05405 
{802)656-2001 

April 24, 1981 

■ • . ■ ^ 

Dear Colleague, 

Three weeks ago you were sent a questionnaire ccHiceming your 
needs for instructing handicapped students in Vocationalc Edu- 
cation. This is just a reminder to ask for your help in cotpleting 
and returning that questionnaire. - If you have already done so, 
thank you. If not, your r^ly i^ needed to' help in detemining 
the inservice training needs of National educators and the degree 
of ^nvolvearent they have in the lEP process. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 



Sincerely, 



Leonard Albright 
Project Director * 

/ 

Hallie Preskill 
Project Coordinator 




IA:HP:tp 
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Appendix I 



Letter to Vocational Administrators 
Regarding Mailed Survey to Vocational Staff 



) 
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TO 7 Vocational Directors 




WE NEED YCXJR HELP.' 

Within the next ten days we will be sending a survey questionnaire 
to each vocational instructor in your center. This survey is part 
of the inservice needs assessment study we shared with you during the 
January Vocational Directors' meeting. As the attached project surm^ary 
indicates, our focys is on determining the inservice needs of vocational 
educators in serving handicapped students. We would appreciate any 
encouragarvent you can offer your staff in responding, to the survey. 

Once again, thanks for your continued si^^port of our project 
efforts . 



Sincerely, 



Leonard Albright 
Project Director 



Hallie ^reskill 
Project Coordinator 



5£¥ 



J LA:HP:tp 
enclosure 



ERIC 



Appendix J • ' ' 

Thank you Letter to Vocational A±ninistrators 
^ for Cooperation' During On-Site Interviews 
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TO 8 Voc^tioral Administrators 



We would like to thank you for all the help you provided during 
our on-site interviews at your vocational center. As a continuing 
part of our study of inservice training needs of vocational educators 
in working with handicapped students, we will be sending a ^survey 

'questionnaire to each vocational instructor vto was not selected to 
be part of the on-site interviews. We would appreciate any additional 
help you could provide in encouraging your staff to respond to this 
survey. A returri, self -addressed, stanped envelope will be enclosed 

. with the questionnaire. 



C^ce again, thanks much for your on-going support of our project 
efforts. 

Sincerely, 



1 



Leonaijd Albright/ 
Project Director 



Hallie Preskill 
Project Coordinator 
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